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^ SUMMARY 



t This" volume presents the findings from the 'first- stage of 
the Basip Educational Opportunity Grant [BEOG] Quality Control 
project. • These findings* indicate substantial error in awards tp 

• 1 r ■ 1 

students during the / 19&0-81 academic year. 

Total'dollar error is estimated to be $275 per recipient, or 

$650 million of the $2,2 billion t30 percent) awarded to the 2.36 
i ... * 

million recipients represented by our sample. An estimated 71 

\ f m 

percent of the recipients received ar> incorrect award. 

Key findings'' show: ;f 

• a . Thd $650 million in dollar* error was composed of $526 
million in overawfcrds -to 50 percent of the recipients 
and $.124 ^million - in underawards to 21 percent of the 
recipients^? ' * 

#' • Seventy-one percent of the recipients had awards that 
were incorrect by $2* or fnore. Oyer 40 percent had 
' errors in ^excess of $lJ5Cf, and over 30 percent *had r 
errors in excess of- $250. ' 



♦^Approximately -percent of the recipients . should have 
' been • ineligible for any award . ' .Eight . percent' of the 
recipients were ineligible because of a lacX of an 
af f idavit. "Qf • educational purpose [AEP] and/or finan- 
cial • a^»d transcript [F^T] on file. 

All errors * related" to institutionaL'1* . procedures 
resulted ' ill $181 pillion in* net ove.raward* Excluding 
Statement ' of educational ^>urpose^and financial aid 
transcript error, this' net overaward figure drops to 
$11^ million.' % The $11' million in net overaward is 
/ composed of $lil million in overaward^ and $100 mil- 

, lion in underawdrds to recipients. 



The application .data element contributing 4 the most 
toward application-related error, wa^ Adjusted gross 
^incpme [AGI]. If all AGI figures we're correct,- net 
overaward would decrease by $101 million. 
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The next largest contributors toward -error were incor- 
rect application entries for income of \-tKe . dependent 
student and spouse / hqme equity, and household size. 

yOn average, the higher a, recipient ' s family AGI, non- 
taxable income, assets, or own income, the highfer the 
estimated, student error. 

Overawards^are clustered in higher- income groups and 
% uhderawards in lower income groups. The effect of 
Obtaining -correct financial information could there- 
fore be to decrease the funding, now going to 'higher 
' income groups and increase^ the funding to lower i>nc<3me. 
groups. 

* Private four-.year schools had a significantly lower 

• institutional award error per recipient than public 
four-year schoc>ls. Conversely, public two-year and 
proprietary schools had a significantly higher insti- 
tutional award error per- recipient than public four- 
year schools . 

Institutions tha£ administer their own validation 
systems 4 have ^ a significantly lower absolute average 
institutional award error than those schools 4 which do 
not . 

Recipients * flagged for validation tended to decrease 
th^ir eligibility during the school, year, while those 
* "not°flagged for validation tended to increase their 
* eligibility throughout the year. ^ 

• The average absolute e^ward discrepancy due to student 
error: was $135 fcJr recipients not flagged for .valida- 

0 ' tion, while the average absolute discrepancy due to ". 

stu'dent error was only $112 for similar recipients 
randomly flagged for validation. > 

• From the 1978-79 to the 1980-81 school year, average 
net overaward increased from $168 per recipient to 
$170 per recipient. During this time the average 
impact of student error increased from $48 to $94 net 
overaward per recipient/ while the average impact of 
institution-related error decreased from $120 to $77 
net! overaward per recipient. 

In this volume, we present the . findings 'in more detail- In 

Volume 2, we recommend alternative management procedures to lower 

the rate and magnitude of Basic Grant program error. These 



Si* 



' xii 



13 



) 

corrective action recommendations are of two major types: mecfi^ 
anical and structural. • The mechanical approach aims to ' maXe 
changes in the application, processing, and institutional' areas 
within the context of the existing delivery systerrr. The struc- 
tural approach focuses on major changes in the Federal student 
aid 1 delivery system as a whole. In Volume 3 the step-by-step 
methodology' of the data gathering and analysis for the quality 
contro^project are discussed in detail. 
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•CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

This report presents v the findings' from the first ktage of 
the *Basic Educational Opportunity Grant [BEOGj Quality .Control 
study. The "report is designed to provide a comprehensive over- 
view of the quality of the Basic (Pell)' Grant distribution sys- 
Aem. As. the discussion in the following sections and* chapters 
points out, reliable measurement and analysis of error" in the 
BEOG program depend orr a clear understanding »of the BEOG award 
cyclfe and on careful and consistent definitions v of \ institu- 
tional and recipient ; error . In the following sections of thH/S 1 
chapter we set Out . the basic definitions of award and program 
error in the BEOG program. 



BACKGROUND 

The * BEOG program, now called the Pell Grant Program, was 
enacted on June* 23, 1972, as an amendment to the Higher Education 
Act of 1965. It is the cornerstone of the Federal effort in stu- 
dent financial assistance for undergraduates. For most students, 
.Federal student aid begins with a Basic* Grant which may or may 
\k not be supplemented by other forms of Federal and private finan- 
cial assistance. A distinguishing feature of this program is its- 
central concept of "entitlement, 11 which "specifies tliat students 
who demonstrate need will receive grants. 
Quality Control ( 

The concern for quality control in the Basic Grant program 
has increased with its extraordinary growth in both dollar volume 

eric , - : 1 - 1 i - 
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(from $50 million to $2.4 billion) and student participation 
^levels (from 185,000 to 2.7 million) since its inception in 1973. 
A wide-ranging series of quality controi efforts has * been 
ordered, funded, aF\d initiated -in the years preceding, the current 
project. Examples o^ these efforts are (1) computer edrts of 
application data; (2) selective validation of application data by 
financial aid administrators; (3) analysis of 1978-79 grant award 
accuracy; (4) program reviews by Central and. Regional Department 
of Education staff; (5) audits and audit reviews; (6) data 
matches wi/th other Federal* sources of information; (7) training 
of financial aid* administrators; and (8) field testing of 
application forms. 

- * * 
Prior to the current project, the performance of these 

efforts had not* yet been studied, , comprehensively . Indeed, these 

efforts were instigated independently, and there is little Xnow- 

ledge or evidence that they have enabled integrated information, 

proactive decision making, or mutually reinforcing corrective 

actions.- The primary objectives" of this quality control project 

are therefore to: • 

* * ~~ 

• Assess errors in award^ to students and in procedures 
used*" to disburse Basic Grants to ^students for the 
1980-81 funding year . 

* • Recommend corrective administrative actions to reduce 
error in the program 

m ^Design, t£*t, and install an ongoing, integrated 
• . Quality ; Control System to measure, analyze, document, 
* a &nd improve BE0G program performance through appropri- 

ate preventive and corrective actions 
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DESCRIPTION OF THE DATA . ( / 

The findings presented in this report are drav/n from sample 

data collected for the* 1980-81 Basic Grant program , year . The 

sample -was selected to be representative of the entire BEOG 

recipient population as of fall 1980. Estimated averages of 

award errors for that populationYtypically are accurate to within 

+ $40 with 95 percent confidence. Expressed in percentage terms, 
— v 
* 

^he 95 percent confidence intervals would typ.ically be + 16 per- 
cent.l 

Given the importance of validation, the sample has the prop- 
erty of including a large enough number of validated students to 

t 

support analysis of validation's effectiveness; sampling weights 
reflecting this design feature have been incorporated in statis- 
tical estimation procedures whenever appropriate. The total pop- 
ulation represented by our sample is approximately 2.36 million 
BEOG recipients. 

The data for the project analysis come from: 

• 4,304 interviews with student recipients 

• 3,829 interviews with recipients' parents 

• 5,161 Internal • Revenue Service copies of tax Returns 
for recipients and for their parents s* 

*. • 270 financial institutions, giving banX account infor- 
mation for a. subset of recipients and parents 

• 569 statements of recipients' or parents' home values 
provided by tax assessors (adjusted to local • marXet 
values) 



L For sampling weights, sample design, and response rates see 

Quality m the Basic Grant Delivery System, Volume 3, Methodol- 
ogy. ° 

5 ^ 
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m 4/553 Student Record Abstracts [SRAs] drawn from the 
financial aid and accounting files of the" 305 institu- 
tions the recipients attend . . , 

• Interviews with financial aid administrators describ- 
ing characteristics of the 305 institutions * * 

In addition , data were analyzed from the entire computerized 

i 

files of BEOG transactions and corrections for each recipient in 

( ■ ... - 

our sample and for a contrpl grotip of BEOG recipi-ents selected to 
measure possible experimental effects of our project on students 
and institutions. . 

\ 

\ s 

REFINING AWARD ERROR \ 

Calculations of errotr ate based on a set of definitions 

I 

which take the year-long BEOG program cycle into consideration 

Program operations and survey design provide five points at<which 

measurements on various itemp can be taken: 

The point at which |the student eligibility index [SEI] 
is first calculated by the appl ication processing con- 
tractor using application data and any necessary cor- 
rections . This y^lue of the eligibility index* is 
denoted as SEI(O) 

The point at which ^Westat gathered information from 
, program records and 1 samplpd institutions in the fall 
, of 1980. The eligibility index recorded at this time 
is denoted as SEI ( 1 )y Cost of attendance and enroll- 
ment status collected at that time are denoted as 
C0ST(1) and ENROLL ( 1 )i respectively. l 

Ths period during which Westat completed parent and 1^ 
^student interviews ana cofl>ected releases for qopies 
of. tax * returns, financial records, and, property tax 
assessor da,ta. This ^occurred in the late fall and 
early winter of the 19B0-81 academic y^ar. Data ^ould 
-be us^ed to calculate an eligibility index from - inter- * 



view data, SEI(2) . 



The period when Advanced Technology abstracted infor- 
mation from student reaords at the ' institutions . The*' 
eligibility s index, costs of s attendance, and enrollment 



status collected at that time are referred to as 
SEI(3), C0ST<3); and ENROLL ( 3 ) . Data were also col- 
lected on actual and planned 'disbursements, AD(3). . 

e The period when institutions submit their final recon- 
ciliation rosters to the* Department of Education. 
v \ Values for the eligibility index, cost of attendance, 
enrollment status, and actual disbursements collected 
, • • at this time are denoted as SEI(4), COST (4), 
, r ENROLL (4) , and AD(4), respectively . 1 

We .selected the most stringent documentation collected 

through these various efforts to obtain "best" values for income, 

assets, and family composition. In certain instances the "best" 

values represent judgment calls by the project analysts. This 

occurred in unusual family situations where unclear definitions 

for application items resulted in conflicting interpretations of" 

"best" values. In general, the analysis assumed no error unless 

proven' otherwise . These "best" values were combined, using the 

BEOG eligibility index formula, to calculate a "best validated" 

student eligibility index, SEI(*). This represents what we 

believe to be the most accurate ,SEI from which an award should be 

determined. Thus, SEI(*)'is the standard we use. for determining 

1 error. 

i, < . . 

, The BEOG payment formula was applied to values p'f the SEI, * 

cost of attendance, and enrollment status to % calculate an 
* ! ; expected"'{ disbursement . Since an expected disbursement need not 



1 Data from this last period were not available in' time for 
thi.s report. An analysis of these data will be conducted -in 
Stage Two of this project. ^ 



be based on data collected simultaneously , we have adopted a 

time-specific notation to indicate the various 'combinations . 

For example, EDQSEI ( 1 COST ( 3 ) , ENROLL (3 ) ] would be the 

expected disbursement using the fall "index, SEI(l), and cost and( 

• . V_ - 

enrollment values collected through the spring student record 

abstracts. ' • 

The def mition^o^ total dollar' ewror use-d* in this report is 
the difference between actual and planned disbursements recorded 
on institutional business office files dn the spring and" expected 
disbursements calculated using the fbest SEI and the cost and 
enrollment data recorded in the spring. If we let AD(3) be equal 
to this actual disbursement in the spring; then algebraically the 

• V ■ • \ • * 

error definition is: s, \ x 

' AD(3) - ED[SEI ( * ) , C0ST<3), ENROLL ( 3 ) ] 

This- tatal dollar error can be further disaggregated into 
two distinct .categories of error: student error and institution 
error. The following are the formulas used to compute these 
error types . . ^ 4 ^ 

Student Error * / 

For each student in the sample, a total, dollar error in BEOG 
expected "disbursement was, computed^ This amount is the differ- 
ence v between two quantities: 

1. " Th? expected d^bursemerit amount, . computed v solely on 
'the following, institutional data: \ 

■ \ * • \ ' 

'\ The operative SEi index [SEl(3)], .from institu- 
tions 4 dffigial disbursement Student Eligibility 
Reports. [SEfes] obtained through student record 
abstracts at institutions * * . , 
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• The verified total cost and enrollment status 
data [COST (3), ENROLL(3)3', obtained through stu- 

•' dent record abstracts drawn from institutions' 
^ source records • 

Minus 

2 1 The verified expected disbursement — the_ amount that 
should have been" awarded — based on: * • % 

• The verified student eligibility index [SEI(*)] 
computed usSng best values from Student/parent 
interview data, IRS. data, and data released from 
other agencies «br institutions % / 

• The verified total cost and enrollment status 
data- [C0ST(3), ENROLL ( 3 ) ] obtained * through SRAs 
drawn from- institiitions ' source records 

Expressed algebraically, the formula for computing student 
error is: k . 

ED[SEI(3), COST (3 ) , ENR0BL(3)J - , 

*-ED[£EI(*), *C0ST(3), ENROLL ( 3 ) ] 
Thus, student error is the difference between the amount the 
institution' should have disbursed,, i.e., based on the most up-to- 
date information available to thl>. institution, and the amourit 
.Which- would have been disbursed based on the , best value" for the 

eligibility indek/ . *' \ 

X * • : ' * . . * 

Institutional Error * 

For each recipient in the sample, an institutional .dollar 

error in BEOG awards was computed ( as ' the difference between: -J. 

' - The actual- disbursements made (or planned) by 

institutions to students in our sample, as of Ap"rli or 
May 1981> obtained 'through efbstracts of business office 
records' 'at institutions, AD(3)' 



- t VV** ^— and . - 

. The ^teefi^ett*- disbursement computed using the operative 
SEI "a^^iJ^i^^onal data as described under Student 
Error , X W&^^ V' °9 ST ( 3 ) ' ENROLL ( 3 ) ] * • 



Expressed algeb^^j.'^^^y^ the formula used to compute insti- 

tutional error is: , -V-H* .V Hi - »' * - 

AD(3) .- ifDCfS^la), C0ST.(3), ENROLL ( 3 ) ] • % . 



Thus, institutiona^errSr is 'the difference between the' 
actual' amounts* disbursed,- or scheduled for disbursement, as 
reflected by institutional records in- the spring of 1981, ahd the 
expected disbursement amounts that we computed using the opera- 
tive and verified enrollment data for the entire academic year 
and cost data collected through SRAs . - _ 

TYPES OF ERROR ' 

There are seven specific types-^of error comprising total 
institution and student error (see Figure 1-1).' The first type 
isted in the following section is solely attributable to stu- 
dents; the remaining six are caused either by student or insti- 
tutional oversight but are .referred to in this report as irfsti- 
tutional error because they fall under the auspices of institu- 
t ional responsibility,* 

1. Student Eligibility" Index [SEI] Error 

.Data provided Toy students in their BEOG applications may 
result in the calculation of .incorrect* eligibility « indexes. 
Potential awar'd error caused by incorrect SEIs for every student 
in our sample, regardless of eligibility or actual disbursements, 
constitutes SEI error. 
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/ 

ERROR TYPE 


ESTIMATED 
ABSOLUTE DOLLAR 

DISCREPANCY 
ASSOCIATED WITH 

THIS ERROR 1 


ESTIMATED % '* 
OF RECIPIENTS 
WITH THIS 
ERROR 1 


. 1. 


Student Ei*ror ^ 


$352 million 

• 


41% 


2. 


Bachelor 1 s Degree or * 
Citizenship Error 

i 


$ 3 nti.Ilion 


0.2% ' ' 


3.' 


' AEP or. FAT Error 


$L69 milliqn, 
$ 25 million 


7.7% 


4.. 


<*• 

Program Eligibility Error 


1.3% 


51 


Cost of Attendance Error 


§ 63 million 


15.0% 


6: 


Enrollment Status Error 


$ 9£*million * 


18.2% 

* 


7. 


Calculation Error i 


$ -29 million 


15.6% 




Sum of All Errors 1 


$681 million • 


' 71% 

* « 
r 1 

I 



1 Individual recipients may have more than one type of error. 
Therefore, individual * error rates do not add up to the total. 
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. THE SEVEN TYPES OF ERROR 
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The next three types are errors made by institutions in 

determining whether a 1 ' student • is qualified to "receive a Basic 

.Grant based on student eligibility criteria set out. in the Fed- 
. eral program regulations. 

2. Eligibility Error Type I; Bachelor's Degr ee or Citi- 
zenship Errx3r " 

Students who are not citizens or eligible nonciti.zens and 
students with bachelor's degrees a're ineligible .for Basic Grants.. 

3. Eligibility Error Typ.e II: AEP and FAT Error 
Institutions must collect a signed statement or notarized 

affidavit of educational purpose [AEP] stating that^ all funds 
received through Title IV programs will be used solely for edu- 
cation or educational purposes, and that the student is not in 
default on ,a loan at the institution he or she is attending. The 
institution is also required to have a certified -financial aid 

transcript [FAT] on file for all transfer students before the 

* e 
institution may maXe a second disbursement of the student's BEOG 

award . ► - 

Because these two requirements seem to present special 
administrative problems for some institutions, these requirements 
have been treated as separate categories of eligibility error. 
Institutions may, for instance, collect notarized affidavits 
through some regular mechanism such as including them with insti- 
tutional' financial aid .applications . Students receiving only BEOG 
or state grants would not have completed these applications, so 



t they are asked to bring in separate, statements during the aca- 
demic term. Collecting the affidavits goes on, in some insti- 
tuliions, throughout the academic year. . In cases where disbyxse- 
ments are made before; receipt bf an affidavit of educational pur- 
pose, the institutions are technically in violation,x>£ BEOG regu- 
lations. N Institutions ihay not disburse *a second payment to a 
transfer student before^ a financial aid transcript actually 
arrive^ while they may make" -a first disbursement* if they ■ are 
Satisfied that the transcript will arrive and be in order. 
Awards to students who have no affidavits or statements of educa- 
tional purpose and disbursements of second payments to students 
who have no financial aid transcripts are counted here as Type II 
'■eligibility errors'. 

4. Eligibility Error Type III: Program Eligibility Error 
Students receiving Basic Giants must be enrolled in a BEOG 
eligible program of at least six . months in duration, and they 
must be enrolled at least*" half time ,in that program. Students 
must also maintain satisfactory academic progress and must 4 not 
be in default on a loan or grant at the institutions they have 
attended. Institutions disbursing Basic Grants to students 
violating any of these conditions have awarded grants to ineligi- 
ble s'tudents, and the entire, amount of ajiy funds disbursed is 
.counted as .a Type III eligibility error. 

The 'following three" types of error are grouped together 
under the general" heading of Calculation and Accounting Error.- 
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% ^ 5* Cost of Attendance Error 

Verified cost of attendance for students is calculated from 
data collected in , the SRAs . The cost of attendance used by. 
institutions is recorded on jSERs in student files. The/, dif- 
ference between awards calculated using the, recomputed (verified) 
SK^ cost of attendance and awards calculated using the cost of 
attendance recorde<jJin file copy SERs constitutes real or poten- 
tial . error attributable to institutions in , 'calculating cost of 
attendance. * * 

t 

* s i 

V 

6. ,> Enrollment Status Error 
\^ — - — 

. Institution^ • should routinely check enrollment status at the 
time of disbursements, yet they do not record the status in any 
consistent* manner, or place, making it d'ffficult to establish the 
enrollment status- used by institutions when calculating award 

"V-" • — - . '. ) 

disbursements for each term. 

Using data collected under this study", the error one. would 
attribute to ' the institution's use of ' the incorrect enrollment 
status proration factor 4^ 1]L time, three-quarter time, or half 
time) involves the difference between the enrollment status fig- 
ure developed from abstracted registrar data and the implied 
enrollment status. proration factor from the institution's copy of 
£he SER. ' This implied figure is the ratio of the following SER 
elements: "expected disbursements-" and "scheduled award." Since 
scheduled award is based on full-time, full-year attendance, and 
expected disbursement is either, the same or equal to this amount 

* « ^ " & 

prorated for less than a full year and/or less than full time, 



the ratio would be equal to the prora tio ns factor apparently used 
by the institution as indicated by the \ile SER. 

The value of these enrollment . status errors is ecjual to the 
product of the differences in proration factors and the calcula- 
ted expected disbursement based on 6 SEI,(3) and C0ST(3). 

7. Cal culatio n Error 

— ~ ' — * 

Discrepancies between the sum of 'actual^ and planned dis- 
bursement data collected from institutions' accounting records 
and the expected disbursement 'the financial aid office recorded 

as the proper award constitute what is broadly called "calcula- 

i 

tion error/ 1 Calculation error may come from several sorts of. 
bookkeeping or disbursement errors. Future disbursements may not 
yet 'have been posted in the institution's books, making it-diffi- 
cult for data collectors to verify payment amounts. Arithmetic 
o5r data processing errors on the part of institutions may result 
in incorrect disbursements. In any such case, the institution, 
has failed to keep its files and records in a way which allows us 
to reconcile the difference between expected and actual disburse- 
ments. In the terms of this study, this failure represents error 
for which ED may legitimately hold the institution ^responsible . 
Caveat 

To prevent 'confusion, it .Is important to note the relation- 

i 

ship of the immediately preceding three types of error (cost of 
attendance, enrollment, and calculation error) to the total 
institutional error amount discussed and enumerated elsewhere in 
this 'report. As we described earlier in this chapter, tot^l 



institutional error was computed by comparing actual plus sched- 

0 

uled BEOG disbursements made by institutions to an expected dis- 
bursement figure which we calculated using the SEI abstracted 
frbm the- file SERs and cost of attendance and enrollment status 
data • obtained by our data collectors from institution source 

—records (student schedules, catalogs-, student tuition bills). 
Algebraically, this computation is expressed as AD( 3 ) -ED[SEI ( 3 ) , 
COST ( 3 ) , ENROLL ( 3 ) ] . Hence , institutional BEOG error is simply 
the difference between the amounts institutions paid to students 
and the amounts that should hc^ve been paid according to what we 
found in institution files . 

Total institutional error falls naturally into two broad 
categories of error — program eligibility error and disbursement 
error. Institutional error that is not attributable to student 
misrepresentations or institutional mistakes in determining 

- whether a student is eligible to receive an award falls naturally 

into the second category-*-disbursement error. % In an effort to 

i , ' 

discover causes of disbursement error, we identified three logi- 
cal subcategories where such error could occur and affect the 
award amount: (1) ascertaining the cost of attendance, (2) pro- 
rationing according to the correct enrollment status, and (3) 
malting calculation e£¥ors. 

To estimate the incidence of these types of error and their 

x 

distribution airipng types of institutions, our only . option was to 
U3e data from the official disbursement SERs, found in institu- 
• tionsV student aid files, as indicators for measuring specific 
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types of error. Though we understand that institutional informa- 



tion from Section 3 of the SER, since i;t is not always updated, 

does not in many cases reflect the latest award computation and 

disbursement amount of a student's award, it is the only record 

available \o us. As current practices exist/ there is no other 

document across all institutions where a record is consistently 

Xept of the institutional process which culminates in an award 

determination, with updates to the award amount reflecting each 

time a change in enrollment status, cost of attendance, ch: eligi- 

bility status occurs. We expect that Title IV program reviewers 

and other outside reviewers, such as ^compliance auditors, encoun- 
<, > 
ter this same problem when examining institutional procedures 

j - 

delated to the administration of Basic Grants. * ^ 

/ • 

ORGANIZATION OF VOLUME 1 

« 

In this- chapter we discussed the nature of data analyzed for 
this BEOG Quality Control study,- the definitions and methods of 
calculating award error, and the types of error occurring in the 
BEOG program. 

Chapter 2 presents an overview of the general study ^findings 
and of the estimates of the. total and average amounts of student, 
processor, and institutional error. % 

In Chapters 3, 4, and 5 we discuss in more detail the" nature 
and probable causes of student, processor*/ and institutional 
error, respectively. 

In Chapter 1 6 we present findings of our analysis of error- 
prone populations and -institutions. ^ ■> 

. . • . J 
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In 'Chapter 7 we" explore the" impact of BEOG validation 
procedures. 

finally, in Chapter 8 we provide , a comparison of the find- 
ings from this project with findings from a previous Quality 
Control project conducted "in 19.78-79. 
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CHAPTER 2 

* " SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ON ERROR 

OVERVIEW OF TOTAL ERROR 

In this chapter we present our estimates of award error in 
the Basic Grant program in total and by its component parts—stu- 
dent, processor, and institution. In Chapter 1 we presented tshe 
definition of total dollar error: 

AD(3) - ED[SEI(*), C0ST(3), ENROLL ( 3 ) ] 

Total dollar error is the difference between actual and 
planned disbursements recorded in institutional records in the 
spring of 1981 less an expected disbursement calculated using the 
"best" information on application data, cost of attendance, and 
enrollment status. For 1980-81 we estimate total dollar error to 
* be $650 millior\. This is shown in Figure 2-1. 

In some cases an institutional overaward cancels an 
Application-related under award, or vice versa. Therefore, the 
sum of institutional and student error exceeds total dollar 
error. For 1980-81 we estimate the sum of institutional and 
student ^rror to be $681 million. In all, an estimated 71 per- 
cent^j^r the Basic Grant recipients represented in our sample, or 
almost 1.7 million students,, had awards tliat werp incorrect by $2 
or more. * 

In Figure 2-2 we show the distribution of recipients by 
dollar discrepancy range. Just under 60 percent of the recipi- 
ents .had errors in excess of $50, and over one-third (34 percent) 
had errors in excess of $250, when student and % institutional 



ALL ERROR 
(OVERAWARDS + 
UNDERAWARDS) 



NET ERROR 
(lOVERAWARDS - 
UNDERAWARDS) 



OVERAWARDS UNDERAWARDS 



Sum. of Error 1 

Dollar Error 2 

% with Error 3 

Mean Dollar Error 
for Those with 
Errors 



Mean Dollar Error 
Per Recipient 

% of Sum of Error 
Due to Student 
' Error 



$681 M 
$650 M 
71% 
$383 

$275 
47% 



$403 M 
$402 M 
71% 
$240 



$170 
'55% 



$542 M 
$526 M 
50% 
$448 



-$139 M 
-$124 M 
21% 
-$249 



50% 



35% 



J 



*For any recipient, sum of error is -the 
error. 

2 For any recipient, dollar error is the 

and what should haye been awarded. 



sum of student and institutional 
discrepancy between what was awarded^ 



3 Undttplicated count of those with error. 
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ESTIMATEb ERROR IN THE BASIC GRANT PROGRAM 

1980-81 
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PERCENTAGE OF CASES 




AWARD 'ERROR 

• 


ALL STUDENT & 
INSTITUTION, 
f ERROR " 


olUDENT & 
INSTITUTION ERROR 
NOT INCLUDING 
AEP/FAT ERROR,, 


STUDENT ERROR 
NOT INCLUDING 
AEP/FAT ERROR- 




-. ?551 and 


less 


2*3% * 


o c 
Z • 0 


0.7 


• 


,- ?251 to - 


$550 


* 5J0% 




2.1 




- $151 to - 


$250 


/ 

3.7% 


3.9 


1.6 




- $51 to - 


$150 


6.1%' 


• C A 

o • 4 


3.0> 




- ?3 to - 


$50 


„ 3.9% 


< 

A O 

4*3 


2.0 




$2 to - 


$2 . 


29. S%- 


32.3 


59.. 7 




?3 to 


$50 


8.2% 


8.8 


4.9' 




$5*1 to 


$150 


8.0% 


8.4 


.• 5.7 




$151 to — $250 


6.4% 


.' * 6.7; 


.4.7 




$251- to 


$550 


11.4% 


11.0 


7.6 




More than 


$550 


15.3% ; 1 


"l0.2 


« 

7.9 
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FIGURE 2-2 
DOLLAR ERROR BY RANGES 
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errors are both considered. . When AEP/FAT err<?r is not included 
and only studentNarror is considered, 33 percent had errors . in 
exeess.*Wf $50, and 25 percent •had errors in excess o„f $150. 

*s Figure 2-1 shows, the value of overawards exceeded under- 
awards by a ratio of more than four to one. Also, the frequendy 
of overawards exceeded underawards by two apd a half to one.' The 
preponderance of overaVards results in a net dollar oyeraward of 
an estimated $402 million in 1980-81. Thus* 'the average Basic 
Grant recipient received $170^00 much for the "year. 

Another way to display the overall error findings is by cor- 
rect award, underaward/ ovpraward to elisgibles, and award to 
in'eligibles. ' This is shown in figure 2-3. '* A The 19 percent who 
are in the ineligible catego'ry when AEP/FAT error is included as 
error ar*e* there either because the data- we collected to verify 
their applications gave them a calculated index (SEI[*]) greater 
than 1^600 (an estimated 11 percent of the recipients) or ,because 
of program regulations regarding . citizenship, eligible program, .a 
bachelor's degree, satisfactory academic progress, 'or possession 
of a statemen^ of academic purpose or financial aid transcript 
(an .estimated 9 percent of the recipients). -Approximately 1 

percent of the recipients were determined to be ineligible for 
♦ - * 

both reasons. \ 

According" to "regulations , the lacX of an AEP and/or an ' FAT 
in" the recipient's financial aid £ile maXes the recipient ineli- 
gible. This .is a procedural discrepancy which may have no bear- 
ing on student eligibility. When AEP/FAT error is not included, 
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correct under- ." ' oyERAWARDS *" 

-AWARDS _AWARDS-_i -.TO" ELIGIBLES 


'. AWARDS TO 
"INELIGIBLES 






With AEP/FA^vteo^ y f ~ V- 






* 




Percent of Recipients 


_a 

29% 21% " 


19% 

a 






Appr9ximate Number 
of Recipients 


■ • \ 

680,000 -500,000 730,000 


450,000 






Without AEP/FAT Error. 




- 






Percent of Recipients 


31% 23% 34% 


12% 






. Approximate Number 
of Recipients 


7 30,000 540, 000 £00,000 


V 280„000 




* 

1 
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/ FIGURjE 2-3. 
DISTRIBUTION OF ERROR 
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the percent ineligible falls to 12 percent. In addition, the sum 
of terror drops to $56 3 million and dollar error drops to $527 
million (see Vigure 2 T -4.) . 

In Chapter 1' we referred to seven types of error. * Figure 
2-^ summarizes .error associated With each group. The first type, 
S&t* error, . was due to the applicants. In the next section we 
examine SEI error more', closely. \ ^* 



OVERVIEW OF STUDENT ERROR 

In Figure 2-6 we break down the overall error of .Figure 2-1 
into its institutional and student components. Student error, 
that is, error resulting in tfte computation of an eligibility 
index (SEI[*]) which causes a difference in award of more than $2 
(see Chapter I for precise definition of studerjt error), resulted 
in over 55 percent of' the net error in grant disbursement. 

* 4 

An estimated 38 percent of the recipients had errors^ rn 
their applications whicfc respited in award error. More than 3 
times as many recipients had application errors in their favor 
(29 percent) than had errors resulting in underawards (9 per- 
cent)/. Further,* the * average o^eraward due to students was $398, 
while the average underaward- was o*hly i $231. 

As footnote 3 of Figure* 2-6 shows, .the total estimated stu- 
dent error rises (from $318 million to $3S2 million) if the, lack 
of an AEP or FAT on file * is not regarded as error? This is 
because in 'our priority ranking we did not count application 
error if a student was categorically ■ ineligible 'for other; rea- 
sons. Removing one category of error (lack of AEP/FAT) allows 

• * 

* On. 
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ALL ERROR 
(OVERAWARDS + 
UNDERAWARDS) 


NET ERROR, 
(OVERAWARDS - 
• UNDERAWARDS) ' 

ft 


OVERAWARDS 
L_ 


% 

% 

UNDERAWARDS 


Sum of Error* 


$563 M 


■ $257 M 


$410 M 


-$153 M 


Dollar Error^ 


$527 M 


f L JU VJk 


tQQO M 




% with Error^ 


69% 


69$ 


46$ 


23$ 


Mean Dollar Error 
for Those with 
Errors 


$324 


$157 


••$364 


-$250 ■ 


Mean Dollar Error 
Rer Recipient 


4223 


$109 


* 




% of Sum of Error 
Due to Student 
Error ' x 


63% 


• 96$ 


73$ 

i 


'35$ 



*For any recipient, sum of error is the sum of student and institutional 
error. 

. 2 For any recipient, dollar error is the discrepancy between what was awarded 
and what should have been awarded." 

3 Unduplicated ci^nt of those with error. 



* FIGURE 2-4 

•ESTIMATED ERROR IF MISSING AEP OR FAT 
IS NOT COUNTED AS ERROR 
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RECIPIENTS 
WITH ERROR 


PERCENT OF ALL 
RECIPIENTS 


MET A M ADCni IITC 

MEAN ABSOLUTE - 
ERROR FOR RECIP- 
IENTS WITH ERROR 


V 


Student [SEI] Error 


897,000 


38% 


$355 




Student Error Not*" 
Counting AEP/FAT Error 1 


• 968,000 


41% 


4 $364 




lotai institution trror 


qqi nnn 

yy i ,uuu 




$000 




Institution Error Not 
Counting AEP/FAT Error 


873,000 


37% 


$241 




Components 2 










AEP/FAT Error 


181,000 


7.7% 


$933 


> 


BA and Citizenship Error 


4,000 


.2% * 


$849 


1 


. Program* Eligibility Error. 


31,000 


1.3% 


$789 




Enrollment Status Error^ 


430,000 


'18.2% 


$219 




Calculation Error 3 


- 368,000 


K.6% 


$•79 




' Cost of Attendance frror 


354,000 ' 


15.0% 


$177 



^When AEP/FAT error by institution is* not* counted as disbursement error, stu- 
dent error grows in frequency and magnitude as a factor in overall disbursement 
. error • ~ This is because errors that were smaller than AEP/FAT in cases with 
AEP/FAT error become significant and are counted once AEP/FAT error is ignored* 
Such errors were subsumed by AEP/FAT error in the original calculations* 

2Component figures are computed independently for each type of error. The 
sum .therefore exceeds the total of all error, because error has been counted 
more than once in all cases where more than one type of error occurs* 

Estimated breakdown of institutional error component^ using spring 1981 data. 
Final component figures will be derived from institutional reconciliation 
rosters as part of Stage Two of this project* . 



FIGURE 2-5 

COMPONENTS OF BEOG DISBURSEMENT ERROR 
1980-81 
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Umount of total institutional error plus fill student 
„ 2 Mean for all recipients with error. . 
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3 A11 disbursements. to students who are inel'iglbje. due to Institutional error are counted as institutional 

PuZs " ^nSaTalS^an^LT' SKlV^lW " lMln » ^^VSSSkSL T££SSSL 
student'e?^! ?s $246 SfllST \ ' ' * ^ ^ toU } s ^ 2 m1111on (" et 

4 Unduplicdted count, of institution "and/or student error. 

5 Mean for all students with overaward- (underaward). t 
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FIGURE 2-6 

ESTIMATED INSTIT&ON AND STUDENT ERROR, 1980-81 



recipients with this error to now be counted in with other recip- 
ients who have application error. In Figure 2-7. we further brfeaX 
down^the overall error excluding ,the lacX of an" AEP/.FAT into its 
institutional 'and student . components . Net student error under 
such terms was $246 million, and net > institutional error was $11. 
million/ for a total net overaward of $257 million. . 

We discuss student-related error in greater detail' in Chap- 
ter 3. * 

■d » 

OVERVIEW OF PROCESSOR ERROR 4 

An analysis of the error rates * l^sdcia^e^^th data entry by 
Multiple Data Entry [MDE] application processors revealed little 
error. The results indicated an estimated 1 data entyy error for 
every 1,667 data items. Tills -translates into 1 data entry error 
for every .37 applications (2.7 percent). 

The Student Eligibility Report [SER] instructs applicants to 
review the report for incorrect data entry and to return the SER 
to the processor if there are discrepancies. An estimated 78 
percent of all data entry errors were never corrected by the 
applicants. In fact, of all the data entry errors that were to 
'the disadvantage of the applicant, 60 percent were^ never cor- 
rected by the applicant.' d « 

1 t 

In Chaptet 4 we discuss processor data entry error in more 
detail . - 

OVERVIEW OF INSTITUTIONAL ERROR 
i — j- — — ■ — 

,s 

Figure 2-8 shows the incidence of categorical errors in sam- 
ple' data. Each of these types ■ of error is described in* Chapter 
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hissing aff1davit\or statements of educational purpose and financial aid transcripts are not a ■ 
included as Institutional error.. Any cases with error greater than two dollars are Included. 

2 Amount of error ass^lated with all types of total Institutional error plus all types of student 
error per recipient totaled independently. 

^Mean for all recipients with error. 

4 Undupl1cated count of institution and/or student error. * 
^Mean for. cases with error. 

FIGURE 2-7 

ESTIMATED INSTITUTION AND STUDENT ERROR NOT INCLUDING AEP/PAT ERROR, 1980-81 



SAMPLE WEIGHTED 1 



Holds B. A . Degree 
Citizenship 

No Affidavit, Statement of 
' Educational 'Purpose 

No Financial Aid Transcript 
Program Eligibility Errors 



113% 
.04% 
4.08% 

4'.08% 
I 



academic progress . , > s 

\ 

Tota^ Categorically Ineligible Recipients 



9. 34% 



.17% 
.06% 
3.74% 

4.10% 



Course less than six months 


.0 2% 


.03% 


Enrollment status . less than half time 


.11% 


.06% 


Nondegr&e student 


.04% 


.06% 


Grant or loan default 4 


.09% 


.07% 


* • * 
Not maintaining satisfactory 


1.19% 


1. 23% 



9.1% 



^Percentages have been adjusted to reflect sample "weights for 
validated and nonvalidated students. Beaause some students had 
more than one Xind of eligibility error, the percentages listed 
«here add to different totals than those presented in Figure 2-5, 
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FIGURE 2-8 
CATEGORICALLY' INELIGIBLE RECIPIENTS 
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1* As the figure indicates, the only categorical items which 
create serious problems for program integrity are the collection 
of affidavits of ^educational purpose, financial aid transcripts, 
and, to a lesser extent, adherence to institutional standards for 
satisfactory academic progress for Basic Grant recipients. 

Citizenship and bachelor's degree errors are similar in that 
jboth are thSe result of students misreporting or misrepresenting, 
as well as matters f<?r which institutions must taXe responsi- 
bility Tf or rectifying. As Figure 2-5 shows, total disbursements 
to students who* are ineligible for either or both of these 
reasons average $849, but only .2 percent of the recipient popu- 
lation were found: to be ineligible on these grounds. TaXen 
together./ program eligibility factors — students enrolled less 
than half time, studervp^in nondegree programs, students in 
default on loans . or grants, and students not maintaining satis- 
factory dcademic progress — add another 1.3 percent to the total 
of ineligible students. The largest number of ineligible stu- 
dents are those ineligible for disbursements because they do not 
have signed statements or affidavits , of educational .purpose or 
(for transfer students), financial aid transcripts on file at the 
institutions they attend. Corrective action already initiated by 
ED for the 1982-83 award year should eliminate the problem of 
missincjj statements ofs^^ciucational purpose. 

In addition to problems with categorical ineligibility, a 
portion of institutional error is* due to incorrect monitoring of 
cost of attendance or enrollment status and to calculation error 

A ~ 
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(a variety of bookkeeping and disbursement discrepancies). As 
Figure 1-1 shows, we estimate the absolute dollar discrepancies 
associated with' these three types of institutional error to be 
$63 million, $94 million, and $29 million respectively, as of the 
time of data collection (spring 1981). 

Referring back to Figure 2-6, you will"' see that institution, 
related error accounted for an estimated $181 million in net 
overawards and $363 million in total award error. ^ Further, 42 
percent of all recipients had award errors resulting .from insti- 
tutional error, with overawards outnumbering underawards by a 
ratio "of more than 1.5 to 1 (26 percent to 16 percent). 

' If we do not count a missing AEP or FAT as error, net over- 
awards associated with institutional error drop ,to $11 million, 
and total award error (overawards plus underawards) drops to $211 
million. Thus, a missing AEP or FAT contributes virtually a.ll of 
the 1 net overaward and oyer 40 percent of * the total award error 
attributable to institutions. We discuss institution error in 
more detail in Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER p, 
RECIPIENT e\rOR 



This chapter examines the errors made by recipi- 
ents and their families in applying for Basic Grants . 
The chapter presents evidence relating to four critical 
questions: * "* 

• - How 'is recipient error measured? 

* • What ' are the kinds of recipient 
error and how significant are these 
errors? 

, Who makes the errors? ' 

• Wfi&t are the causes of the errors? 

The measurement of recipient error in this project 
was based on comparisons of verifying documentation for 
.Basic Grant applications with the data actually entered 
by applicants onto tire application form, * a§ indicated 
by the Student Eligibility Report [SER]*. For each 
student, data recorded on tKe SER have been compared to 
application verification data " obtained from student/ 
"parent interviews, students 1 financial^ aid 4 ' files / IRS 
forms, financial, institution records, "and tax asses- 
sors' 1 records. For most of the analyses, no tolerance 
is allowed for discrepancies on nonmonetary - items,, but 
a £2 tolerance is allowed for monetary items. 

Applyiag thfcse standards among those cases for 
whom relevant item documentation is available/* the five 
most frequently .discrepant application, items* weire 
Social Security income, medical/dental expenses,, tui- 
tions, cash/savings/ checking account assets, and* home 
debt. Each of these items was incorrect*, in. otfer 50 
percent* of the documented cases. 

Errors were somewhat lower on the critical items 
for eligibility calculations. For example, among stu-/ 
dents with documentation, 24 percent of the recipients: 
reported incorrect adjusted gross income [AGI] data'; 
and 41 percent of dependent j recipients reported 
incorrect student/spouse income. 

When the base for error rates is defined ae all 
students 4 rather than those *with documentation 6 on an 
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item, the five least accurate items becorfle cash|sav- 
ings/checking account assets, earned income for the 
head of the household, medical/dental expenses,, home 
value, and home debt, -> Each of these items was incor- 
rect for ^ over 24 percent of the sample cases. Not far 
behind were two of the critical items: AGI (missed by 
19' percent of the recipients) and student/spouse income 
(missed by 19 percent of the dependent recipients) . 
Approximately 6 percent of the recipients reported 
incorrect dependency status, the great majority being 
true v dependents ^claiming independent status. 

In terms of the dollar impact of recipient error, 
the critical SEI items did far yiore than the more fre- 
quently discrepant items to contribute to the large net 
overaward in the progran^ Specifically, 

• AGI contributed $101 million of 
* overaward to net program award 

error, over twice as much as any 
other item. 

* • Student/ spouse income for dependent 
Students was second wi£h a $43 mil- 
lion overaward contribution to net , 
program error. 

* • {^Lme equity was third with* a* $38 
< million overaward contribution to 
net program .error . * 

• Household ^size was fourth with a 
$33 million overaward' contribution 
to net program error . 

. f • Studeyrts/spouse assets 'for dependent 
\° studpntsNwere fifth wiHh a $26 mil- * 

> lion 9 overaward * contribution to net 

'.program error. 

Although these tfdata * for all items cannot be totaled to 
arrive at total recipient error, "due to overlapping 
errors" on many applications', they do provide strong 
guidelines as to the most problematic^ areas of the 
application process. 



Among the tax filers, errors on critical items 
were made far more frequently by . those who estimated 
their eventual tax return data than by those who used 
completed tax return data. For example, 52 percent of 
, those fllrers estimating AG I made errors, as opposed, to 
19 percent of those using completed returns. The tim- 
ing of the application cycle may therefore be . impli- 
cated in 'many AGI errors. * , 

The causes of - these errors apparently are due,* at 
least in part, to poor understanding of the application 
form instructions . The items reported fc>y recipients 
and their families to be most difficult ?to understand 
(e.g., home debt, medical/dfental expenses) were indeed 
among those highest, in actual discrepancies. 

The .central .processor and ED were apparently the 
least satisfactory sources of assistance for recipients 
not understanding the form or the system, but a clear 
majority of recipients \£ere satisfied with each pos- 
sible 'source of assistance. 

there is little evidence that assistance from aid 
officers, ED, or other sources eliminates errors ') how- 
ever, since student error t rates among those - assisted 
were very similar to error rates among those not 
assisted. • 
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BACKGROUND 

The Quality Control project uncovered erroneous application 

data for a large number of recipients. As noted in Chapter 2, 

this erroneous -information translates into substantial error in 

the size of students' Basic ^Grant awards. This chapter examines 

errors made by recipients' and their families in applying for 

* • t 

Basic Grants. 1 Subijeqyent chapters wilj. examine the errors 

made by the other actors in the Basic ^Tant delivery system 
(processors and institutions). 

The organization of the chapter reflects a sequence of four 
questions: How is recipient error measured? What are the kinds 
of recipient error and , how significant are these errors? Who 
makes^he errors? \#iat are the causes of the errors? These 
questions are successively answered in the four sections of the 
chapter: ^ ^ 

1. ' Measuring Recipient Error « 

2. The Nature, arid Extent^ of Recipient Error 

3. The Distribution of Error among Recipient Groups 

4. The Causes of Recipient Error , 

» 

MEAS URING RECIPIENT ERROR 

The examination of recipient error was based on comparisons 
of verifying documentation for applications (e.g., parents 1 tax 



^Unless otherwise noted, all- of the data reported in this chap- 
ter are weighted to reflect the,2."36 million BEOG recipient pool 
at the pOijit in the L980-81* application year^it which the survey 
was made. 1 ^ 

i>0 



returns) with the data entered by applicants t>nto the application 
form, as indicated by the Student Eligibility Report -[SER] . For 
each student, data recorded on the SER have been compared to 
verification data obtained from student and parent interviews, 
students 1 financial aid files, copies of Federal tax forms 
released by students and parents, financial institution records, 
and tax assessors 1 records. Unless otherwise stated, a 
discrepancy is defined as follows: for nonmonetary items, any 
difference between SER and verified data is recorded as a 
.discrepancy. For monetary items, £ toleranee^of up to $2 is 
allowed before recording a discrepancy. 1 

For each ^SER item, we compared th£ ^information supplied by 
each student to the most reliable verified value obtained in our 

data* collection efforts. When available, "hard" documentation 

* % < 

— i.e., values verified by certified, notarized, or ""otherwise 
official documents — was given more weight than "soft" documenta- 
tion such as unsigned documents, handwritten notes, or verbal 
assertions. When several hard items, or several soft items were 
present, we relied upon the hardest documentation available for 
that case. In summary,- for the error analysis we used the hard- 
est available documentation for each item for each case. 



^Data entry or computing error at the processor could account 
for some errors that would appear to be recipient error undfer 
this ✓methodology. To allow rejection of that hypothesis, the 
extent and significance of uncorrected processor error must be 
very low. Chapter 4 reveals* that, in fact, to be true. The 
findings of this chapter therefo-re legitimately reflect recipient 
error, not processor error. 



The "hardness" hier&chy may be summarized as follows. Cop- 

4 

ies of Federal tax returns obtained directly from the Internal 
Revenue Service are considered the stroagest documentation for 
the SER* items yhich can be verified by tax form data (AG I medical 
and dental expenses, number of exemptions, and taxes paid). Data 
from financial institutions override other dfita for verification 
of bank accounts, and data from tax assessors 1 records override 
other data on home value. Next in order of Verification strength 
are parent and student data. For dependent student cases, parent 
data override student data on every item except those relating to 
student income and assets. Student data override parent data for 
all income items for independent students, but not for other 
items. The* least strong verification data are those from Student 
Record Abstracts [SRAs] at aid offices. Hard ^documentation from 
these record^, however, overrides soft documentation from parent 
or student interviews. 

The extent of documentation collected for each BEOG appli- 
cation is reported in Figure 3-1. For a number of item^, docu- 
mentation was available for a majority of the^ sample (e.g., bach^r 
elor 1 s "degrees, AGI). This was particulatly true for validation 
items. For others (e.g., tuitions, investment value), we were 
able to collect any kind of documentation j£or only a small frac- 
tion of the -sample*. Often, families simply had no tuitions, 

investments, or other esoteric financial characteristic, so there 

* * 

was nothing to !be documented for those items. For each of the^ 
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1 
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92 
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$7 


Ax 


ft.7 


0+ 
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Live with Parents, 1979 


1 7 
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94 
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Live with Parents, 1980 


O 1 
Z 1 


* 3 


95 
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Exemption, 1979 


> 9A 
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* 85 • 


3 


3 


Exemption, 1980 


MA 


~ NA 


84 
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Support. 1979 


/ 


8 


94 


15 


-15 


Support, 1980 


7 


9 


94 


16 


' '7 


Household Size 


1 K 


17 


92 


22 


22 


Number In Postsecondarv Education 
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10 


91 


19 


J9 


Marital Status (Household) 
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20 * 


91 
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^2 


Fl led IRS . 


MA 


NA 


91 
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3 , » 


Estimated Taxes 


MA 


NA 


71 


17 


13 


Number Exemptions 


7A 
/w 
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78 


6 


5 - 


Adjusted Gross income 


/O 


23 


74 , ^ 




19 


Taxes Paid, 1979 


<5A 




74 


24* 


19 1 ' 


Itemized Deductions 


ZD 




28 


23 
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Social Security' Income, 1979 
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7 1 


12 


70 
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Other Nontaxable Income* 
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s A 


DO 


Tft 


16 


14 


Earned Income (Head of Household) 
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4 / 


Oft 

80 


42 


36 


Earned Income (Spouse) 


3 


41 


41 


34 


15 


Med leal /Dental Expenses 


Oft 


66 


* * ^3 


58 


32 


Tuitions 
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61 


8 


54 


4 


Cash/Savlngs/Checklng ' . N 


28 


80 


72 


52 . 


40 


< Home Value 




6Z 


64 


43 


29' * 


Home Debt 




DO 


A A 

44 


51 


24 


Investment Value 




44 


9 


34 


3 


Investment Debt 




A 1 

4 1 




16 


2 


Business/Farm Value 


1 


37 


61 


6 


4 


' Business/Farm Debt', 




62 


. 63 


5 . 


3 


VA Educational Benefits, Monthly 




54 


92 


2 ' 


2 


VA # Months 




21 i 


3 


24 
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Social Security Income,' 1980 


■J] ' 


38 


1 


38 


0+ 


Socl-al Security 1 Months, 1980 


41 3 


17 


1 - 


17 


0+ 


Income, 1979 (Student+Spouse) 


413 


44 3 


413 


193 


Assets (Student+Spouse) 


173 


533 


773 . 


25 3 
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^Underlined Items are> required data elements for BE06 val Idatlon,- 

^NA denotes the f act ^that hard documentation cannot 'exfst (by definition) for this Item. 
3percent 6f dependent students. 



' FIGURE 3-1 ^ ' 

• • *** ■ « m 

DOCUMENTATION AND DISCREPANCY PATTERNS FOR THE VARIOUS 

APPLICATION ITEMS ' ■ 

•1 

^ — * • , 



items critical to SEI calculation, however, the extent of . docu- 

* * * 

mentation collected is very good, even' among t nonvalidated 
students. 

•To assure that the quality of the hard , documentation pro- 
vided interviewers by parents and studen-bs^was adequate for study 
purposes, Advanced Technology compared the information they pro- 
vided with secondary documentation obtained from the IRS , tax 
^assessors, and financial institutions. With the exception of 
home value, medical/dental expenses, and cash/savings/checXing, 

the match- for each item checked was correct within $2 <in more 
*/ * 
' than 80 iparcent of the cases*. 

THE NATURE AND EXTENT OF RECIPIENT ERROR 

Discrepancies between application data and verification data 
"are used in this chapter to measure inaccuracies in th6 informa- 

tion reported by applicants. Unless otherwise no£ed in the chap- 

* *» # * 

ter, all student error is reported, regardless of the level of 
* _____ 

overlapping institutional error for a student's case. The reader 
should bear in .mind the distinction' between application ^erro.r 
(e.g.,. error of over $2 on tnonetary .items) and student-caused 
award error, as reported in Chapter 2 and elsewhere. t Th6 latter 
occurs for only a subset of cases having the former Xind of 
error. Many of the application errors ^ported in this chapter 
have no effect on awards at all. 

It must also be carefully noted that overall dis^epancy 
rates are dependent upon the availability of verifying documen- 
tation* Those application items tending to. have, extensive hard 



documentation may show Jhigher discrepancy rates than other items 
having less documentation, even though those other items may in 
fact be ftequfently misr.eported . In addition, the discrepancy 
.rate for all recipients may be much lower than that for only 
those with haijd documentation for those items which very few 
recipients have (e.g., business value). For these reasons, we 
present in Figure 3-1 ei;ror rates which reflect strong documenta- 
tion separately from- rates which reflect either soft or hard 
documentation and from rates for the sample of all recipients as 
a whole, regardless of level of •documentation . 

Generally, in the chapter text and tables following the dis- 
cussion of Figure 3-1, unless otiheryise noted., error data . are 
presented for all recipients, regardless of their documentation 
or lack thereof. The rationale for this approach is that many 
recipients -have no Social , Security, VA income, or other esoteric 
application resource, and to base total program error estimates* 
only on those who have documentation would be to misweight 
various factors in overall* error. For example, it may be that a 
majority who have VA, income misreport it, but most recipients do 
not have it. It therefore cannot be inferred that a majority of 
recipients misreport it. Total' error would be overestimated* 
Errors in Application Items in General . • 

• Error rates based on hard documentation ar'e reported in the 
second column of Figure 3-1. Data here represent the percentage 
of people, among those having hard documentation who have discrep- 
ancies in an item. The fourth column shpws the. error rates for 

-V* c - 
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all who had either sc}ft> or hard documentation on an item. The 
fifth 'column shows errdr rates for all recipients, regardless of 
their documentation. Differences in discrepancy data for vali- 
dated an4 nonvalidated recipients were analyzed but revealed 
generally similar patterns, so these are not presented here . 

■ The data in Figure 3-1 reveal that item discrepancy rates 
are similar for those with hard documentation and those with 
either hard or soft documentation. Because not all recipients 
have each item in their own financial picture, there are major 
differences on some items between error rates for those with hard 
or sbft documentation and rates for all recipients regardless of 
documentation (for example, examine^&e respective error , rates 
for tuitions). 

The rates also vary widely between items in each discrepancy 

column. In general, error rates were highest for items. not crit- 

\ * \ 
ical to SEI calculations. Still ,- a number of critical items, 

including AGI, taxes paid in 1^979, dependent student and spouse 

income, earned income portions, and dependent student and spouse 

assets were found to be discrepant in at least 20 percent of the 

documented Recipient population. 

Of particular importance to program outlays in BEOG is the 

finding that AGI , the single most important item in the 

eligibility formula, was incorrect for 24 percent of the 

recipients 1 having documented AGI • and 19 percent of all 

recipients. Also highly important for budget purposes is the 

fact that the number in postsecondary education, another critical 



SEI factor, was incorrect for 19 percent of documented cases and 
19 percent of all recipients. 

The strict definition of error in Figure 3-1 (greater 
than $2 discrepancy on monetary items, any discrepancy on other- 
items) may distort the significance of item discrepancies. For 
example, one might argue .that only AG I errors of over $200 merit 
ED concern. Figures 3-2 and 3-3 depict the distribution of dis- 
crepancies by size for key application items. These figures 
include data for students ( f or whom we could find no documen- 
tation. 

- The figures show that in most instances item discrepancies 
on key SEI items are ..concentrated in a narrow range below and 
above; the true values for the item. But we also see a marked 
tendency toward student misrepprting that leads to overawarding 
error . In other words, taxes paid are generally overreported, 
income is generally underreported, assets are generally 
under reported, and so forth. The : range 'of misreporting ia 
greater among dependent '/students, probably because dependent, 
recipient families have a wider range of incomes and assets. 

A useful summary approach to the data of Figures 3-2 and 3-3 
is the examination o£ the percentages within' different error 
ranges. Figure 3-4 reveals that medical and dental expenses, 
along with cash/ savings/checking , are the application items most 
likely to contain discrepancies of over $2 for dependent stu- 
dents. There is a" $500 tolerance for Basic Grant validation 
checks of t^he various family income items for, dependent recipi- 
ents, and the figure reveals that for each item about 90 percent 
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of the recipients meet this criterion. There is no allowed 
tolerance for dependent student income and assets, but the dis- 
crepancies of over $2 on these items are only slightly less 
frequent than those for the parental income items examined. 

Figure 3-5 j presents comparable data for independent stu- 
dents. For validation of independents, only a * $100 'income 
tolerance is allowed by the BEOG program, but as with dependents, 
the great majority of recipients fall 'within the income toler- 
ance (e.g., 89.5 percent reported an AG I within the 'allowable 
range). Also similar to the pattern for the dependents is the 
higjie.r incidence of discreparfici^s^of over $2 for liquid assets 
and medical and dental expenses. Overall, independent recipients 
were slightly » more likely N^ian dependents to fall within the 
various dollar discrepancy ranges. As just mentioned, this 
greater accuracy is probably due to their generally lower assets 
eind income. 

Errors in Dependency Status - 

Special data collection and analysis efforts were devoted to 
verifying recipients 1 dependency status, since it is a critical 
element in the BEOG award process . In those cases where 
dependency status was determined, ta be incorrect , we reassigned 
students to the correct status and recomputed their SEIs and 
awards accordingly. While the sample SER data show 38*. 4 percent 
of Basic Grant recipients to be independent, our verification 
data in Figure 3-6 show the actual number to be only 32.8 
percent. Stated another way, approximately 6 percent of those 

1 
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claiming to be independent were actually dependent. Conversely, 
SER data show only minimal incidence of true independents claim- 
ing to be dependents. Overall, dependency status error occurred 
in slightly over 6 percent of all recipients. 

Strikingly, replacing incorrect dependency data with correct 
data and recalculating SEI led to a corresponding change from 
eligible to ineligible status in about one-fifth of these 
incorrect cases. In other words, stricter verification of 
dependency status would lead to ineligible status for approxi -' 
mately 1 percent of all recipients of Basic Grants . This locus 
of program error is discussed in detail in Volume 2, Corrective 
Actions. 

Figure 3-7 reveals that the particular items which contrib- 
ute most to error on dependency status are the tiwo questions 
regarding financial support from parents. 1 Examination of sep- 
arate analyses not presented here reveals th&t validation has 
little effect on these patterns. 

Fiqure 3-8 shows the relative size and incidence of grant 
'error for dependent and independent BEOG recipients in 1980-81. 
These data reinforce the findings from the earlier analysis ( see 
Figures 3-4 and 3-5): * student (SEI) error was more liXely to 
occur among dependents (38 percent had SEI-caused overawards and 



!lt is possible to have errors on some dependency items without 
having the wrong status overall, so the percentages in Figure 3-7 
are larger than the 6 percent of recipients 'having categorically 
incorrect dependency status . v 
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AMONG INDEPENDENT AND DEPENDENT RECIPIENTS ■ 
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11 percent had SEI^caused underawards) than independents (10 per- 
cent had SEI-caused 'pverawards and 4\ percent had . SEI-caused 
underawards). Dependents were .thus sigrjif icantly more likely to 
receive overawards due to student error , overall, whereas -they 
were only slightly more 'likely to receive underawards due to 

a 

student error. When institutional error data are included, the 
differences between the groups become smaller due to the over- 
representation of independents among those students whose insti- 
tutions err in award disbursements. 

The dollar data show that, overall, the fraction of net 
award error accounted for by dependent students (79 percent) was 
somewhat higher than their representation (67 percent) in the 
recipient population. ^"Yhe average size of individual overawards 
was about the same for independent and dependent students ($451 
'and $447 respectively)/ so "the slight overrepresentation of 
dependents in total jiet dpllar error (i.e., overawards) is due to 
two factors. First, as mentioned above, dependent students more 
often had an overaward (55 percent compared &o 39 percent), and ' 
second, average underawards were larger ia dollar t terms for 
independent students. 

The Relative Effects of Error on the Various Application Items^ 

P 

The relative importance of error in a particular application 
item on award error can be estimated by computing .the impact of 
each item on the calculation of students 1 SEIs' and, subsequently, V 
their BEOG awards. Figure 3-9 reports this " information . For 
this figure, SER data were used to compute a baseline figure, 
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' APPLICATION ITEM 

c ! 


RESULTING AWARD 
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RESULT 1 NG 
INCREASE IN 
AWARDS PER STU- 

DENT INfcl J 




Adjusted Gross Income 5 
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18 
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- 16 
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Household Size 


33 


14 
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11 


5 ' 
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14 
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3 * 


11 
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ii : 


Taxes Paid, 1979 


0 . 




12 
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0+ 


13 


Socjal Security Income, 1979 
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0+ 


14 


Med leal /Dental Expenses 


-1 


0- 


15 
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r • .1 


o- 


16 


Tuitions 


-2 


-1 


17 


Earned income (Spouse) 


-1 , 


18 



1 For policy purposes, the data from our sample are extrapolated to program-wide error levels. 
Note that there Is substantial overlap of error amounts, so column total Is larger than actual 
total student error. Data are rounded to the nearest million. 

2 Data are rounded to the nearest dollar. 

3 Includes estimates of error drawn from tax data for students found to have filed under the 
Incorrect dependency status. 
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ON TOTAL GRANT 'DISBURSEMENT ERROR 
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i.e., the total figure which would have been awarded , to all the 
students in our- sample .if no institutional err*br were made. To 
compute the impact of error in each SEI element, x we substituted 
in the focal item the verified values for the SER value for each 
case having a discrepancy in that item', then calculated the award 

based on t that' single correct item and th£ other uncorrected SER 

t 

items. Again, institutional? error does not affect the new award 
figure cprrected^ for one item. ' 

The effect of using correct information for an item is thus 
the difference between (1) the sum of awards calculated using the ■ 
verified value for that item along with the uncorrected SER 
values for all other items and (2) the sum of awards calculated 
using uncorrected SER values for all items. While the ' frequency 
of ^ there being more than one discrepancy per application implies 
that the per-item errors reported in Figure 3-9 cannot be totaled 
without double-countincj^x^he figure does provide a useful frame- 
work for assessirlg the relative importance of individual SER 
items as sourfces of SEI and award error. 

•FigfOT^e 3-9 reveals that the three , prime sources of award 
error in dollar terms are AGI, student and spouse income, and 
home equity*. ^ The AGI figure rs by far the - greatest contributor 
to award error, accounting for $101 million in net error - and an 
average of $43* in overaward for -each BEOG recipient. This implies 
that *, the implementation of procedures to verify AGI for all 
applicants could result in very large savings in disbursement 
error. ♦ * ' 1 



^ In fact, in* a separate analysis of the data of Figure 3-9; 

we found that t'he. four* items on^ the .IRS 1040 form (AGI, taxes 
£ paid, number of exemptions, and medical/dental expenses) together 
add $126 million to ayard error, m after \Qverlaps between the 1 four 
are omitted. In response to the9^e findings, ; Chapters '3 and 7 of 

Volume 2 -(Corrective Actions)' address, various approaches * for 

» * * 

implementing, verification procedures 'for IRS-related items. , 

' Jl » , • 

THE DISTRIBUTION OF ERROR AMOftG RECIPIENT GROUPS • ( \ 

When students misreport their application data, * the dis- 

tribution of 3asic Grants is adversely affected* la addition, 

« « • 

program management can be misdirected by poor Nummary data on 
recipients 1 background* The ' redistributive ' effects of -applicant 
misreporting can be demonstrated by Comparing fpr varipus group- 
ings of applicants (1) the awards calculated fbr students based 
on data provided in their application's, (2) awards baseql on all 
verified application data, and (3) final awards. 1 This Xind of: 

£ • ■ 

analysis was conducted, focusing .on income, household , size, and. 

j ' " * • 

tax filing status • * 



^Throughout our analysis "verified" data £re, defined as the 
best evidence available for each SER .element. In cases fchere no 
documentation was obtained, date supplied • in BEOG*- applications 
are. used in SEI calculations. Throughout the analysis, "applica- 
tion" or "SER" award data, are defined not as actual final award 
data but rather as data for awards as they would have been if no 
institutional errors or application changes occurred. When 
students misx;eported dependency" status, their reported 'data are 
from the application, their "verified" data are the true ;*base 
incotne (e.g./ parents* A6l), and the students are placed in the 
tables for their -true dependency status., 



\ 

It is very ^important to note here that only applicants wh)s> 
had an AG! figure on the SER and ' the computed applicant record 
ar^ represented in the figures and discussion in this section 
(Figures 3-10' through 3-17). A comprehensive v analysis of the 
recfistributive effects of applicant error would need to consider 
the incomes* of those who left the income field blank, who became 
supplemental filers (and therefore had their income field, blanked 
by the computer system at the central processor), and who cannot 
be matched by computer in a straightforward .fashion at the cen- 
tral .processor. Within the constraints of this study, we believe 
it is best 'to pursue a conservative analytic approach on this 
matter, avoiding the inferences, essentially guesswoVk, required 

to present redistribution data for the* students without available 

» 

AGI information on the '.system records. We can, however, use 

interview data to provide a general idea of the incomes of those 

y 

* not included in the analyses 4ue to missing official AGI infor- 
m^tiorj: Over 90 percent fell into the lowest income category ( $0 
to 5,999 for dependents, $0 to 2,999 for independents ) . 
' Error among Different Income Groups ' % 

EacJt student was classified* into one o'f fivg income groups 

based on application and verified d^ta. The ranges of income 

i < # f a 

.used to* classify independent students are somewhat smaTler th,an 
,the ranged for dependent students 1 families,, due % to independents 1 
1 lower iricoiries. ~ . ■ » 

figures 3-JL0 and 3-11 show -the distribution of final dis- 

- , bqrsed BEOG' awards' ^calculated by FAOs. on .the basis of applica- 

\ 

tfon data and including institutional errors) in the context of 
ERIC , ?• 3-25 
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verified data, for dependent' and independent students, respec- 
tively. Each of these tables can b£ broken down into components. ^ 
Accurate estimations are found on the diagonals (running from ^ 
upper left to lower right) where students' applications and- our 
verified information concur in classifying students into income 



categories . 



Low estimations, which lead to overawards, are 



found in the upper right triangle (above the diagonal) where 
students' applications indicated smaller incomes than did our 
verified* information. High estimations , which v lead to under- 
awards, are found in the lower left triangles (below the diag- 
onal) where students' applications indicated larger incomes than 
did our verified information. 

Beginning with the first row of Figure 3-10, we s$e that 
200,000 dependent recipients had reported family AGIs of $0-5,999 
and also verified AGIs of $0-5,999. These recipients received 
$211 million in awards. There were, however, a total of 103, 000^ 
| dependent recipients who reported AG I figures of $0-5,999 but 
whose * verified AGIs vjere at or over $6,000; 70,000 of these had 

verified AGIs at or over $12,000. Dependent student application 

«, 

data led to the distribution of $76 million in awards to students 

who claimed to have AGIs of under $6,000 but who had verified 

incomes of at least $12,000. . On the other side of the diagonal, 

( 
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Vrhe term "accurate 1 ' in these figures refers to both the appli- 
cation and verified AG I figures falling within a given income 
range category, not to the $2 tolerance range used in other anal- 
yses. In other words, these are more forgiving standards of 
accuracy. ' 
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Recipients in the lowest verified income category were the most 
likely to have overreporte.d their AGIs. The proportion of 
recipients with verified AGIs in a lower" category than reported 
AGIs is approximately 8 percent for those in the lowest verified" 

i J 

AG I group, 3 percent for the verified $6,000-11,999 group, 2 per- 
centtfor the j verified $12,000-17,999 group, and only 1 percent 

/ 4 

for the $18,000-23^99 verified gpoup. These results in sum 
imply that ove^awards are clustered in higher income groups and 
underawards in lower income groups, as should be expected. 

Figure 3-11 repeats the same analysis for ^independent stu- 
dents^yThose who reported AGIs of under $3,000 in 1979 received 
a total of $246 million; of' this, $14 million went to 
under reported, i.e., students with verified AGIs of $3, GOO or 
more. A total of $2 million went to students with incomes of 
$6,000 or more. The income group most likely to uhderreport AG I 
figures among independents is the group with verified instates* of 
$12,000 or more. Approximately 14 percent of thisVgroup were 
under reporters . 

Among independents, the proportion of students underreport- 

» 

ing their AGIs to those overreporting was approximately 1.3 to 1, 

whereas it was 4.9 to 1 among^ dependent students. The proportion 

i 

with basically accurate income reports (i.e., within the correct 
income- band) was 87 percent among dependents and 92 percent among 
independents . j Overall, therefore,/ the results of the two 



^analyses are quite similar in general accuracy levels but quite 
different as to the directions of the inaccuracies. As -implied 
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by Figure 3-8, net overawards from student misreporting are a far 
greater problem amon/ dependents than among independents. 

Figurl 3-12 presents the difference between awards calcu-* 
lated from verified application d^ata and awards 'calculated from' 
SER (corrected) data for dependent students. Unlike Figures 3-10 
and 3-11, no institution error is included. Large discrepancies 
appear for those students whose reported (application) AGIs fall 
into the same category as their verified AGIs, reflecting the 
^importance of within-group application error of various types in 
the calculation of incorrect SEIs. These results temper some- 
what the comfort one might derive from the accuracy level of 
approximately 90 percent on income category reporting (see Fig- 
ures 3-10 and 3-11 ) . 

Nevertheless, overawards to those underreporting by major 
amounts account for a ^significant proportion of total overawards. 
About $88 million would be distributed (if no institutional error 
occurred) to dependent students significantly underreporting AG I 
by at least one AG I interval. Figure 3-13 reveals a similar pat- 
tern for independent students: recipient error falls' mainly 
wi'thin the reported AG I categories, but $12 million would be dis- 
tributed on the basis of SER error alone to categorically higher 

■ 

income recipients. From a policy perspective, overawards due to 
major misstating of income by independents and dependents are 
both a significant and easily remedial source of BEOG program 
error. Appropriate corrective actions are presented in Volume 2, 
Chapteirs 3 and 7. 
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$24,000 + 
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+$J5 M 
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\16,000 
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. -$.7 M 
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-$.2 M 

800 0 


-$.3 M 

3,000 


+$38 M >v 
222,000 > 
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v 12,000 




$24,000 + 
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0 
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+$.04 M 

400 


+$.2 M 
1,400 


+$.7 M 

2,000 ^ 


+$37 M ^ 
v 208,000 














> 


1 Only applicants for whom AGI data 


are aval fable 


are Included. A eel 


1 Is read as 


fol lows, 





using tha upper leftmost cell as an example: of the group of 200,000 students who^e reported and * 
verified application data placed them In the $0-5999" AGI category, a total of $17 million In 
ovarawards due to student error Is estimated to have occurred In 1980-81. / 
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VERIFIED AGI 






m APPLICATION AGI 1 


$0-2,999 


$3,000-5,999 


$6,000-8,999 $9, 


000-1 1,999 


$12,000 + 


$0-2,999 
Award Discrepancies 
§ of Recipients 


+$25 
235,000 


v +$3 M 
\12,000 


+$.3 M 

700 


+$.8 M 

1,300 


+$1 M 

1,500. 




/ $3,000-5,999 

. Award Discrepancies 
§ of Recipients. 


+$.07 

7,000 


V +$21 M N 
\1 49,000 


+$2 M ' 
3,000 


+$2 M 
2,000 


+$1 M 

700 




$6,000-8,999 ' 
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§ of Recipients 


-5.8 M 
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-$.2 M N 
3,000 


^67,000 \ 


• 
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800 




$9,000-11,999 
- Award Discrepancies 
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+$.02 H 

800 


• 

-$ # 2 M 

1,600 * 


+$.03 M >v 
1,300 1 


+$8 M >v 
48,000 


, +$.9 M 
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12,000 + 
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-$2 M 

2,000 


• . -$.4 \R 
800 


+$.01 M 

100 


+$.04 m\ 

700 


+$2' M 
V 32,000 

















1 Only applicants for whom AGI data are available are Included. For interpretation of We 
table, see the footnote to Figure 3-12. . 
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FIGURE 3-13 

/ 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN AWARDS CALCULATE%FROM APPLICATIONS 
AND TOTAL AWARDS FOR INDEPENDENT .STUDENTS • 
BY VERIFIED AGI AND APPLICATION AGI 
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Errors Among. Groups Differing in Income and Household Size 

Family income and family size are the two most important 
criteria in determining the student* s Basic Grant award size. We 
have therefore calculated for independent and dependent students 
the redistributive effects of application error for household 
size groups in each A^I category. 

The next two figures compare awards ' based on fall SERs to 
awards based upon all available verified data, 1 ^Figure 3-14, - 
for dependent students, shows^ that larger sums of BEOG grant 
disbursements would be awarded according to application data to 

students in the higher AGl/household size groups than verified r 

f , 

information would suggest. For example, Figure 3-14A suggests 
tl^at total awards disbursed to dependent students with verified 
households of 4 or more and verified family AGIs of v $i8,000 or 
more would be $287 million, j.f^one accepted application informa- 
tion as correct and uo institutional error occurred* But when , 
. awards calculated ' from verified SEI da£a "(Figure 3-14B) are 
compared to awards ba,sed on application data (Figure 3-14A), we 
see that studeartrs rft thai* group were actually entitled to. only 
$189 million. \JWe also see >that there is a net outflow of stu- 
dents, due to the/ uncovering of their ineligibility^ for awards. 
Amon^ow-income families, however, there were only relatively 



iscr*e 



smair^iscrv^p^tncies between applica€ion-based and verified award 



l-These are not actual disb\irsed award <£ata, since institutional 
error,- and^late^ER changes aire not included in'these c award calcu- 
lations. In Qther words, these figures are bd'sed on analysis 
different from that of Figures 3-10 and 3-11. » r 
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PART A: AWARDS BASED. ON APPLICATION INFORMATION FOR SEI 1 






VERIFIED AGI 
* * 




VERIFIED 
HOUSEHOLD SIZE 


$0-5,999 $6,000-11,999 $12,000-17,999 $18,000-23,999 


$24,000 + 


2 Members 
Awards: 

N: 


$97 M $54 M $27 M , $9 M 
96,000 52,000 27,000 12,000 


$1 M 
2,000 


3 Members 
Awards: 

N: 


$87 M $107 M $69 M $44 M 
84,000 104,000 81,000 65,000 


$20 M s 
27,000 


4 Members 
Awards: 

N: 


$73 M ' ^ $73 M $65 M $53 M 

c c A A A I "7 T AAA AQ A A A "7*7 A. A. A. 

65,000 ) 73,000 oo,UUU //,UUU 


$34 M 

0 2,UUU 


5 Members 
Awards: 

N: 


$58 M*' $54 M *" $58 M $40 M 
53,000 48,000 57,000 51,000 


$43 M 

80,000 


6 or More Members - 




Awards: 

N: 

t 


$54 M $66 M $77 M $60 M 
54,000 63,000 75,000 71,000 


$57 M 
88,000 


1 Only applicants for whom AG! data are available are Included. If no verified data were 
available for household size or AGI , the reported value was used. A cell Is read as follows, 
using the jjpper leftmost cell as an example: Of the 96,000 applicants who had AGI of $0-5999 and 
household size of two and who received awards, a total of S97 million would be awarded on the 
basis of application data, without verification of SEI Items. 
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FIGURE 3-14A 
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CALCULATED AWARDS FOR DEPENDENT STUDENTS 
BY VERIFIED AGI AND HOUSEHOLD SIZE 
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PART 


B: AWARDS BASED 
VERIFIED 


ON VERIFIED SEI 1 
A6I 






VERIFIED - 
HOUSEHOLD SIZE 


SO- 5, 999 


$6,000-11,999 


$12,000-17,999 


$18,000-23,999 


$24,000 + 


2 Members 
Awards: 
N: 

• 


$81 M 

80,000 


$44 M 
46,000 

\ 

$82 M 
90,000 


$?1 M 
•24,000 v 


$4 M 
7,000 


$.3 M 

700 


3 Members 
Awards: 
N: 


* 

$76 M 
70,000 


$44 M 

62,000* 


$21 M" 
38,000 


$1 M 
4,000 


4 Members 
Awards: 
N: 


V 

$66 M 
56,000 


$58 \K. 
56,000 


$47 M 
50,000 


$36 M 
53,000 


$14 H 
34,000 


5 Members 
Awards: , 
N: 


S56 M 
49,000 


$47 M 
42,000 


$48 M 
48,000 


$28 M 
40,000 


$26 M 
47,000 


6 or More Members 
Awards: . v • \ r 
N: ' - 


S56 M* 
50,000 


$60 M 
56,000 


$59 M 
59,000 


.$47 M 
58,000 


$38 M 
63,000 



1 4 

Only applicants for whom A6I data are available are Included. If no verified data were avail- 
able for household size or AG I , the reported value was used. A cell Is read as follows, using 
the upper leftmost cell as an example: Of the applicants who had an A6I of $0-5999 and a house- 
hold size of two, 80,000' should have received awards, and those awards should have totaled $81 
million on the basis of verified data for all SEI Items. 
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CALCULATED AWARDS FOR DEPENDENT STUDENTS 
. BY VERIFIED AGI AND HOUSEHOLD SIZE 
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calculations. Data for independent students in Figures 3-15A and 
B show similar patterns. The notable exceptioVis that indepen- 
dent students tend to belong to smaller households and have much 
lower incomes, so their calculated awards are heavily concen- 
trated /in the upper left portion of the figures. 1 

The next two figures summarize the differences between 
awards based on- application da\a and^ awards based on verified 
data (i.e., they summarize the preceding two 'figures). Three 
major observations are derived from the data for dependent reci- 
pients (in Figure 3-16). First, we see again that* while prac- 
tically all AGl/household size groups make errors which lead to 
the calculation of awards larger than those calculated from veri- 
fied data, the preponderance of this type of error is greatest 
among the higher income family groups. 'Second,, award error tends 
ko tfe highest in the ""middle family sizB^groups (three to four 
members). Third, among the poorest, famil/ies (i.e., those with 
AGIs under $6,000 and household size of 6 or more), there are no 
^net overawards (essentially a truism, since students who are 
actually very poo.r cannot maXe errors which would^ increase their; 
awards), but there is a definite tendency to errors which result 
in their receiving net underawards . Among independents (see* 
Figure 3-,17), the results are far less clear-cut, due largely to 
•independents 1 tendency to smaller families. . . 

1 These data, liXe the data of Figures 3-10 through 3-13, 
include items for students who claimed to be independent but were 
reclassified on, the- basis of verified data as dependent; 
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See footnote to Figure 3-14A for a guide to construct Ipn and Interpretation of the table. 
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1 The data presented here are derived from previous figures, for example, the data In the^ 
upper left-hand jcell are derived from the differences between the same cells in Figure 3-14A and 
ftlgure 3-148, respectively. tData are rounded to the nearest thousand. A celj Is read as fol- 
lows, using the upper leftmost cell as an example: Efforts to verify all SEI information would 
lead to a loss of 1£, 000 recipients and a savings of i\6 million fcmeng those whose AG I Is under % 
$6,000 and whose family sire Is two. 

2 0nly applicants for whom AG I data are available are included. 
4 
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Errors Among Tax Filers and Nonfilers' 

Our next concerns were 'whether or not application error was 
especially high among families not filing tax returns or among 
families using forecast rather than completed tax return data. 
First, students were asked by our interviewers whether they had 
filed — or planned to file — an income tax return. Figure 3-^3*8 

compares all recipient families filing or planning -to file tax 

\ ' 

forms with* those families not filing tax forms. Filers were far 
more likely' to make errors leading to overawards,. and somewhat 
more likely to make errors leading to underawards. ' For both over 
and underaward error, there was a tendency for nonfilers to make 
the larger errors, however. 

Students whose f amilies f filed tax forms contributed a dis^- 
pifoportionate amount of net $:udent error. The 81 percent of the 
sample filing tax returns produced 95 percent of the net award 



error en^rpDutable to students. Two caveats apply, however. 
y First, it should be borne in mind that the errots of nonfilers 
are still . errors, regardless of their small effect on net award 
error overall. Second, it may be easier to demonstrate inaccu- 
racy in the applications of students who .file. 1 . 

In summary, there is^a mix£d~ picture as to the relationship 
of tax filing to error. Fillers make errors more frequently, but 
their errors are somewhat smaller than those of nonfiLers. A 
hypothesis for future study is the following: nonf iters 1 simpler 



l-The reason for this caution is that' tax return data were used 
to provide documentation of error for key application items/ 
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FILERS 1 


NONF ILERS 1 


Student Error 
-Under awards 

Percent with Underawards 
Mean .Underaward 
Overaw^rds 
' Percent with Overawards 
Mean Overaward 


11% 
-$228 

35% 
$396 


4% 
-$260 

8% 
$451 


Percent of Net Student Error 


95% 


5% - 


, Percent of Recipient Population 


81% 


19% 



l To be included in the "Filers' 1 category, a student or parent 
had to have answered "yes" to -our 'interview question on that 
topic (Sample N = 3128). To be included in the "Nonf ilers" 
category, a "no" was required (Sample N = 645). The breakdown of 
filers and nonf ilers by percent -of total population (81 to 19) 
differs from the 85 to 15 breakdown presented elsewhere, in 
Volumes 1 and 2 due tb missing values fcn dollar awards in the 
latter group. For taxfiling status alone, the 85 'to 15 breakdown? 
is a more accurate reflection of all recipients. 



/ 

/ 



FIGURE 3-18 



DISBURSEMENT DISCREPANCIES BROKEN DOWN 
BY TAX PILING STATUS 
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financial situations rarely cause „ problems in filling out the 

t 

application forms, but the fact that nonfilers are, in general/ 

somewhat less educated than filers (inferred from relative family 

income levels) means that when there are application ^complexities 

i i 
facing norifilers> their lower mathematics skills and hard-to-rea$ 

instructions are likely to cause bigger errors. t 

To examine the hypothesis that some application errors are 

due to the different timing of the application and tax filing 

cycles, we locjked at error patterns for those filers who actually 

used IRS data and those who estimated (forecast) it in advance 

(both groups fall into the tax filing category of Figure 3-18). 

Students whose families filed tax returns are asked on the BEOG 

application "whether they used tax return - figures ftom a completed 

return or estimated their tax return figures. About four-fi-fths 

of our tax filing sample used complete data, and their overall 

/-'student error rate (72 percent made some kind of error) is -lpwer 

than the error rate for students who estimated data to be filed 

later (82 percent). Figure. 3-19 also shows, that students who 

used a completed return were more accurate in reporting key items 

in the computation of the SEI. For example, 52 percent of the 

Silers estimating AG I made errors, as opposed to 19 percent of 

those using completed returns. The .hypothesis of scheduling as a 

cause of error among tax filers is thus upheld. 



Vhe causes of recipient error 



The next major concern in the recipient error data was over 

i * ' * « j 

the basic causes. So far, we have seen ^that AGI, nontaxable 
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t 

A , 

. , APPLICATION ITEM 


• APPLICANTS WHO USED 
TAX DATA FROM COMPLETED 
RETURN - % HAVING 
DISCREPANT DATA 


APPLICANTS WHO 
ESTIMATED TAX 
DATA — * HAVING 
DISCREPANT DATA 


Adjusted Gross 
Income 


19 


52 


Taxe s Paid , 1 97 9 






Earned Income 

\ Head on tiousenoicu 


43 


-54 


Earned Income * 
(Spouse) 


19 


24 


Medical/Dental 
Expenses 




47 


* Overall Item Error Rate* 


72 


82 


\ 

i 

■•■Percent having any Xind of 






item error on their forms 





*■ 

FIGURE 3-19 



DIFFERENCES IN SELECTED ITEM ERROR RATES BETWEEN 
TAX FILING APPLICANTS WHO USED COMPLETED TAX RETURN DATA 
AND TAXi FILING APPLICANTS WHO USED ESTIMATED, TAX DATA 



income, and student/spouse income are involved in the bulk of 
student e'rror. We have also seen that, at 'least among depen- 
dents, a somewhat disproportionate ©art of the net overaward 
caused by students goes to tax-filing families with three to' four 
family members and relatively high incomes. But misreporting by 
applicants is spread widely among all kinds of families for both' 
independents and dependents , and it brought on over $200 million 
in net overawards in 1980-81. 

7 Why should applicant misjreporting be so widespread and so 
significant? One hypothesis is widespread fraud. Although we 
suspect that fraud is not the primary, source of misreports, that 
issue is beyond the scope o*f this, study. We can examine two 
other hypotheses in this data 'set, however, and we did so. We 
investigated the proposition that (1) much of the student* and 
parent error can be attributed to basic problems for student's and 
parentis in understanding the questions and instructions on the 
application form and (2) much of -the student and parent error can 
be attributed to insufficient availability of information for 
parents and students when they fill out their applications. 

To evaluate the merit of the first hypothesis, we asked stu- 
dents and parents to desfcribe the problems they had filling out 
their applications. We then compared the incidence of item error 
for those reporting and not reporting problems on an- item. To 
evaluate the merit of the second hypothesis, we asked students 
and parents if th£y had gotten assistance in filling out their 



applications and then compared error rates for those receiv- 

r • ' 

ing and not receiving assistance . x 

Reported Difficulties in Completing the Application Form 

Interviews with students and parents included the following 
, question: 

Please take a minute to scan this financial aid application 
form (the 1980-81 Basic -Grant Application Form) and tell me 
about the items which gave you any trouble. 

Each time the question was asked, the interviewer showed the 
student or parent a card listing types of potential problems and 
then recorded the problem type the respondent identified. In 
addition, the interviewer asked respondents to describe the prob- 
lem in their own words. ~ Advanced Technology coded these data 
i 

into a set of response types . * 

Subsequent analysis reported in the next two figures indi-t 
cates that, as expected, many of. the items reported incorrectly 
on BEOG applications ( see" Figures 3-1 and 3-9 for examples) uftre 
in fact thought by applicant families to be hard to understand or 
hard to document. Figure 3-20 shows, the rates of discrepancies 
found in application item§_aadr^the corresponding rates at which 
students, and parents refAbrted difficulty with the items. The 
daVa indicate that discrepancy rates for all recipients from 
Figure 3-1^. are markedly 'higher than the rates at which problems 
were cited by recipients. Only about 30 percent of the students 

, \ 

^Earlier, we found that 'having completed tax form data as an 
information source in filling out the application did tend to 
lower error rates. . This seccynd analysis sought tQ discover 
.whether outsid^ help on forms completion could hSlp even more. 



PERCENT OF ALL 
CASES WITH 
DISCREPANCIES 



PERCENT OF 
PARENTS REPORTING 
DIFFICULTIES 



, PERCENT OF 
STUDENTS' REPORTING 
QIFFICULTIES 



Citizenship 

Marital Status (Student) 
Bachelor's Degree 
Live with Parents, 1979 
Live with Parents, 1980 
Exemption, 1979 
Exemption, 1980 
Support, 1979 
Support, 1980 
Household Size 
Number In Postsecondary 

Education 
Marital Status (Household) 
F1 led IRS 

Estimated Taxe% 

Number Exemptions • ^ 

Adjusted Gross Income 

Taxes Paid, 1979 

Itemized Deductions 

Social Security Income, 1979 

Other Nontaxable Income, 197$ 

Earned Income (Heed of 

Houstho I d ) 
Earned Income (Spouse) 
Med 1 ca 1 /Dent a I Expenses 
Tuitions 

Cash/Savings /Checking 
Home Ve \ ue 
Home Debt 
investment Value 
Investment Debt 
Business/Farm Value 
Business /Farm Debt, 
VA Educational Benefits, 

Monthly 
VA I Months 

Social Secuflty Income, 1980 
Social Security § Months, 1980 

ncome, 1979 (Student+Spouse) 
Assets (Student+^pouse) 



1 

2 

0+ 
2 



2 } 

5 ] 



3 
5 



17 f 

22 

T9 



4 
3 
13 
5 
19 
19 
7 
9 
14 
36 

15 
32 
5 
40 
29 
24 




*1 
0+ 
0+ 

192 

2 1 



0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


-> 


-> 


1 


2 


6 * 


7 


2 


2 


1 


• * 2 . 


2 


2 


1 ' 


3 


2 






3 


2 


u 


3 


4 


2 


3 


4 


3 


4 


4 


4 


4 


3 


2 9 


5 


2 



'10 
2 
3 



5 
2 



Data are rounded to nearest percent, so a zero may indicate a small proportion of applicants' 
families* * 



Percent of dependent students. 

\ 



FIGURE 3-20 



REPORTED DIFFICULTIES ON VARIOUS ITEMS 
ENCOUNTERED- IN FILLING OUT i THE APPLICATION FORM 1 
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and 14 percent of' the parents reported having at least 1 problem 
with the application form. Nevertheless; the item$ with higher 
discrepancy rates match those ci£ed as problematic fairly 
closely .1 

Figure 3-21 compares the items most often found discrepant 
and the items cited most freqQently as difficult to understand or 
to answer by parents and students. Of the 12 items most often 
found discrepant, all but 3 were 'among the items most often 
mentioned by parents or students as -difficult. Parents had' par- 
ticular problems with the home value/debt items, often telling 
interviewers that these items were very hard to document. Both 
students and*^ parents mentioned that it * was also yery hard to 
answer questions about financial support for studehts. Students 
cited particular ^problems with obtaining parents 1 income and tax 

.data for applications. - - ~ . * ^ 

' - • - / . 

Several .critical and frequently misrepor-ted items tot SEI 

t> * * 

calculations '(AGr, 2 earned income portions, student income, 

medical/dentaL expenses, and nontaxable income) were relatively 

1 ^-Separate figures for '.validated arid nonvalidated cases are not 
reported because the rates* were , very, similar.', a ^ * 
2a particular -problem . in/ reporting both AG I and taxes paid 

'exists fox students receiving College Work Study . earnings.* The 
instructions on the 1980-81 form toLd students to . ^subtract CWS 
earnings from their AGIs and ta^ces-paid figures. • These stJudjepts 
therefore cpUld not simply copy .IRS lines from their returns onto 
their forms. Further, verification of the accuracy of these 
items became extremely difficult , for financial • aid officers (or 
data analysts) because line 31 of the 1040 form arid line 6 of the 
1040A did not accurately reflect the £GIs_of students with CWS 
earnings. Instructions referring t applicants to these IRS lines 
may therefore be misleading and, in fact/- may encourage > 'students 
t ex. report AGI. figures/ which, are higher' than they should be. In 
shost, the CWS instruction may cause oanderawards . ; 



MOST DISCREPANT 
APPLICATION ITEMS 


MOST PROBLEMATIC APPLICATION ITEMS 


RECIPIENTS 


STUDENTS 


PARENTS 


1. Cash/savings/checking 

2. Earned income (head of household) 

3. Medical/dental expenses 

4. Horn a vjtliiA 

5. Home debt 

6. Household size 

7. Assets (student + spouse) 

8. Adjusted gross income I 

9. Jaxes paid, 1979 

10. Income, 1979 (student + spouse) 

11. Number in postsecondary education 

12. Support from parents, 1980 


1. Support from parents \ 

2. Adjusted .gross income 

3. Income, 1979 (student + spouse) 

4. Live with parents 

5. Taxes paid, 1979 

6. Earned income (both portions) 
: 7. Medical/dental expenses 

8. Itemized deductions 

9. Estimated taxes 

10. Number of exemptions 

11. Other nontaxable income 

12. Home value/debt 


« 

1. Home value/debt x 

2. Support from parents 

3. Cash/savings/checking 

4. Income, 1979 (student + spouse) 

5. Medical/dental expenses 

6. Earned income (both portions) 

7. Other nontaxable income 

8. Taxes paid, 1979 

9. Tuitions > 

10. Business/farm value/debt 

11. Live with parents 

12. Adjusted gross income 



FIGURE 3-21 

MOST DISCREPANT AND MOST PROBLEMATIC BEOG APPLICATION ITEMS 



difficult for students and parents to understand. These results 
suggest* that clarification of * those items, plus- 'the three 
critical itjems 0 that were often 7 in error but rarely - se^en as 
difficult by parents (student assets, household size, and number- 
in postsecondary education) might serve to lower applicant error 
in the program somewhat without imposing, drastic documentation 
requirements. . * • 

Satisfaction wiifi Sources of Application Assistance 

Interviews with students included the following question: ' 

When the form was filled out, diti you ask anyone for/help 
who was not a 'member of your; family? > ; - 

'^ic^ j 

About 36 percent said 'they had received outside assistance in 

► \ 
completing the form. This indicates that a significant number of 

students had trouble interpreting the instructions and questions * 
on the^application form. Somewhat surprisingly, only 40 percent 
o~f the students who received application assistance ^tated they 
had pAblems filling out the forms,. This figure suggests that 
the re^e at which students and parents admitted to our inter- 
viewers that the questions were hard to understand is lower than 

' the true level of difficulty. Alternatively, assistance seeking 

* - » 

may have been perceived by many students as relating to a minor 
matter* not worth classifying as a problem to interviewers,'. 

In order to evaluate, the quality of the assistance -students' 

V 

received in filling out the- forms < We f irst.*-asked~the studlihts, if ~ 
they were satisfied with the help , tftey received . - Figure 3-22 
indicates that oi^y a minority of recipients were 1 dissatisf ied 



SOURCE OF ASSISTANCE 


* * * 

% OF GRANT' RECIPIENTS" NOT' 
SATISIFIED WITH. ASSISTANCE 
THEY RECEIVED FROM THE SOURCE 


Hxgn School Counselor 


i 

6.4 , • 


r acuity or Counselor at 
Current School 




Financial Aid Officer 
Friends 


' 8.4 


T611 Free Telephone No. 


8.6 


Department of Education 


23.2 


American College Testing 
Program 

a * 


24.0 


, f ' 

' . • 4 

■ -. A 


• 

C 

f 

* f 

• * 


* 


1 

* * 


* . t 




A- * 


• * 



FIGURE 3-22. ' . 

APPLICANT SATISFACTION WITH SOURCES OF 
ASSISTANCE- FOR BEOG, APPLICATION QUESTIONS 



vwith the assistance' they received , although the rate of 'dissatis- 
faction varied somewhat by* the source of help. # 

Students were least dissatisfied with the help received from 
high school counselors and faculty members at their (jurrent 
schools. They were .most dissatisfied* with assistance received by 
telephone from the Department of Education and the central pro- 
cessing center at the American College Testing * [ACT] Program 
offices in Iowa City. One obyious_reason for this spread may be 
poor service by ACT and ED. But another explanation might- also 
be valid&N^high school personnel may need to know little about 
the complexities of the program;* since the help they giv^ comes, 
'early in the process and is fairly basi£. , Their -help may there# 
fore be much more straightforward and simple,' white ' ttie centiral 
processor ..and ED must communicate the complexities * of the pro- 
cess, a much more difficult task, in the end, satisfaction may 
parallel the simplicity of the message communicated. 

* We next compared the error rates of students receiving 
assistance in "dompleting the form . and students not receiving 
assistance. Thd data of Figure 3-23 show that,, overall, students 
receiving assistance tended to- make somewhat fewer application 
errors. These results are similar to tho§e reported for the 
general public by the IRS regarding % assisted and unassisted 
filers of IRS 1040 and 1040A income tax forma (see Chapter 2, 

Volume 2). BEOQ applicants appear -to make mora errors than tax 

• * 

filers, however. Approximately 68 percent of thos^ recipients 
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SELECTED APPLICATION ITEMS 


"APPLICANTS WHO- RECEIVED 
ASSISTANCE IN COMPLETING 
THE APPLICATION: 
% WITH DISCREPANT D'ATA 


APPLICANTS WHO DID NOT 
RECEIVE ASSISTANCE IN' 
COMPLETING THE APPLICATION: 
% WITH 'DISCREPANT, DATA 


Adjusted Gross Income 


» . 2,0 


i 

21 


Income, 1979 

(S-budent + Spouse) 


11 


* • 

• 15 


Household Size 

* 


> • 


22 


Number in Postsecondary 
Education* 


19 


20 


Home Vakue 


" 28 ' 


33 


Cash/Savirig's/cfieCking # ' -> x 


'38. a' * 


''C * 45 


.Alio I-tems Combined . . . ' 


** v * 

' ' 68* . , 


81 


V 


- ' - v . 

FIGURE 3-23 v . 
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' DISCREPANCY ON 'SELECTED ITEMS - 

FOR RECIPIENTS^ RECEIVING AND NOT RECEIVING 
HELP* ON THE APPLICATION 



getting help had BEOG application errors, while 81 percent of 
those not receiving application assistance had 4 er^rs,. 

Still,* the difference between the two groups is small,, and 
the error rate among students getting outside assistance is high, 
indicating that the help students received in filling out their 
applications was (1) not comprehensive (i.e., students received 
help on one or two questions, not on the entire application), (2) 

4 

accurate, but not followed, or (3) inaccurate. If the last is 
true, it may suggest that a significant number. of professionals 
in the ^nancial aid community (i.e., financial aid officers, 
high school counselors, ACT staff, and so on) also had difficulty 
understanding the questions and instructions on the application 
form . 

The small differences between assisted and unassisted recip- 
lents overall is also apparent on the critical SEI items high-, 
ligjited in Figure 3-23. Outside assistance was most beneficial 
in clarifying cash/savings/checking. Forty-five percent of those 
who did not seek outside help had this item in error, while the 
proportion in error was 38 percent for those seeking help. On 
the other hand, the error rate for household size was higher 
among those getting help than among tho^e not getting help (26 
percent and 22 percent, respectively). For the other items, 
outside help seemed^bo be a positive but minor factor in reducing 
error. 

These 'inconclusive results for assisted students do flot nec- 
essarily reflect badly on ED training programs.* To make such 

' • 3-54 '• ■ . 



4 



v conclusions would require pretesting of student error ' tendencies 
prior to assistance^ since our findings may reflect a situation 
in which' assistance actually, closes a gap in error-proneness 
. between students needing help- and others. For now t however, the 
proper conclusion is simply that' after receiving assistance, ' 

students still have a substantial amount of critical error • 

. * "* • . 



/ \ 



ERIC 



1 



3-55 



<f* ' CHAPTER 4 

. * " DATA ENTRY ERROR 



This chapter examines the etrors made by Multiple 
Data Entry [MDE] processors in transferring information 
from' students 1 original application foVms'' to d&ta 
tapes. These data tapes^ are then forwarded to the BEOG 
central processor. The errors are significant because 
they become* part of the central processor's computer- 
ized files -for calculation of the applicant's SEI. The 
original 1980-81 application forms of 1,250 Basic Grant 
recipients in' our s.anjple were compared to the central 
processor files. ' All discrepancies between tTYe two 
sources '(i.e., all data entry errors) were rioted. 
These discrepancy " data are reported in summary form./ 
then broken down by the MDE processors which made the 
original 'errors and by the applicant correction 
patterns that eventually resulted from the errors. 

The critical findings were: 

/• Data entry errors occutred on one 

• -m out °f every 37 application forms, 

I which" translates into approximately 

-•j 60,000 recipients. . 
* 

• Data^entry errors occurred approxi- v 

• mately # four times, more of tan on ' 
forms from the American College 
Testing [ACT] Program than on forms 
from the College Scholarship Ser- 
vice * [CSS] and the Pennsylvania 
Higher Education Assistance Author- 
ity [PHfcAA]/ respectively.' 

• Of' applications containing a data 

v * entry error, 78 percent s were never v 

corrected by the affected ^students . 

• • Of* applications containing a data 

t entry error in critical income and ' 
asset fields, 68 'percent were never 
corrected. 

• Of applications containing $l data 
entry 'error to the applicant's dis- 
advantage - in critical, income and 
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asset fields* 60 percent were never 
corrected . 

• ' None of the uncorrected Errors had 

,'a major effect on -the SEI of the 
* affected applicant, 

ft * 

' The.se results 'suggest the following conclusions 

• The rate and award significance of 
\ BEOG data entry error is rather 

low. 

• There appears to be & deficiency in 
the performance of the marXsense 
techriology exclusively employed by 

• ACT compared to the Xey* entry 
4 technology employed by CSS 'and 
PHEAA, but; this is only suggested 
by /the data . Definitive conclu- 
sions on this issue witl .require 
further, more targeted, study m of 
comparative error rates for the MDE 
processors. 

Students are generally rather inat- 
tentive and apathetic about data 
entry errors, even when tfre error 
affects SEI *in a disadvantageous 
way: . * 



BACKGROUND 



As part of the study of the application process in^ac£ivi- 
ties for the, Basic Gfcant Quality Control project, we made an 
analysis of the .error rates associated with data entry. The 
applications of over one-quarter of the Basic Grant recipients 
for *1 950-81 who were surveyed for the Quality Control study were 
selected as part of this error analysis. Our main research ques-^ 
tion was, "To what extent does what students write on their forms 
actually become what is entered into the BEOG application proces- 
sing system?" 

Details' of the methodology and procedures are included in 
Volume 3* of this report. In brief, copies of 1,250 recipients 1 
applications were obtained from the three Multiple Data .Entry 
EMDE] processors: the College Scholarship Service [OSS], the 
Pennsylvania '.Higher Education Assistance Agency t PHEAA] , * and the 
American College Testing [\CT] Program. MDE processors are ' 
^ organizations authorized by the Federal Government to use* their 
own - aid forms as proxy Basic Grant application ' forms . The pri- 
mary business of these processors is to provide forms to students 
for use at institutions in awarding -aid other than Basic Grants, 
but in order to minimize the ^number of. forms students must fill 
out, the Federal Government allows the organizations to send the 
appropriate data from their own forms to the Basic Grant' Central 
processor to determine BEOG eligibility. MDE sites forward these 
data by tape after the essential editing t'o assure the accuracy 
of the data entry The quality of that editing is the subject of 

* V 

this- report. * 
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We sampled only MDE applications in order to maximize the 
use of txme and resources.! A total of 500 CSS-originated 
applications, 500 » ACT -originated applications, and 2.50 PHEAA- 
originated applications were visually compared, with the data v con- 
tained on the 1980-81 , . Central Processor 1 s History/ Correction 
File. The study was not designed to assess definitively the^ com- 
parative . error ratfes for MDE processors. Instead, the primary' 

purposfe was to examine processor data entry error as a whole. 

« • . * ** 

As 'stated in an earlier report, " "Quality Control in the 

Basic Grant- Processing System," the definition of a processing 

error is not as straightforward as it might se^m. On data entry 

from. the application' form, error can be defined at the level of a 

keystroke, a data item, or the form itself* For the purposes o*f 

this study', .errors have been counted "at the data elemeht (item) 

level. This allows us to calculate error r^tes at both the item 

% ». > 

and form level. A broader issue in error definition is whether 

r 

the error is in a critical *or -noncritical field. Critical 
•fields gan be .defined as those fie'lds essential to the correct; 
and efficient processing of the application. An example of a 
critical field would be Adjusted gross^ income, which is utilized 

. > -. ' ( • 

iMDE processors accounted for approximately 85 percent oi the 
*Basic Grant initial applications far the 1980-81 processing year. 
The central processor accounted for v the remaining 15 percent 
entering data from Basic Grant forms o^ly. CSS accounted for 71 
percent, ACT for 24 percent, and PHEAA for the remaining 5 
percent of 4 applications originating at MDE sites. Because the< 
central processor contract changed hands after 1380-01, no 
attempt was made to assess the accuracy of data entry for the 
1980-81 central' processor. 

4 .... 4-4- ^ 



to determine eligibility and award amount. Noncritical fields 
a^^those utilized for collateral or demographic purposes (e.g., 
age of the old^er parent) . In some fields the. critical and non- 
critical distinction Is not cle.ar-cyt. Ah example would be the 
address field. While the address* is not critical to the. actual 
-processing, an error could !|ad to the Student Eligibility 
Report's [SER] not being properly delivered to the applicant. In 
this analysis all- errors were, counted, bu€^sb^ne distinctions are 
<3rawn lnnDur discussions 




OVERALL RATES OF DATA ENTRt ERROR ' 

T ' : — : 

The results of the error analysis are summarized in Figure 
4-1.;* A total of 45 errors were found. When one takes into ac- 
cpunt the fact that 45 fields must be completed .per form, imply- 
ing a total 50 (45 times 1, 250) 'possible errors'that could 

have been found in our survey, it. can be readily ascertained that 
the amount of processing data ^ntry error is quite small. Yet 

u \ * 

'even witTi. as small a number of errors as found in this sample, 

* * • 

there • can be a wide range of "error rates," depending on how- the 
rate is calculated. If the total sample error rate is calculated 
,at the data element level (45 errors divided by 56,250 possible 
error fields) it is .0008. When weighted by the "real-world" 
breakdown between ACT, CSS, and' PHEAA (see footnote at beginning 
of the chapter), the rate is .0006, less than one-tenth of 1 
percent . However , if the weighted sample error rate is calca- 
lated at ,the application form level, it will ri?e to .027, or 2.7 



I 



ADDRESS 



INCOME 'HOUSEHOLD TOTAL SAMPLE SIZE 



CSS 



PHEAA 



ACT 2 



500 



250 



Incomplete Erasure 

II 

Inexplicable 




27 
1 



500 



TOTAL 



14 



20 



45 ^ 1250 
Weighted Rates 3 



ERROR RATE 
PER 



ITEM 



Per 

FORM 1 



.0003 



.0004 



.014 



.016 



.0015 .068. 



.0008\ .036 
.1)006 .027 



^There were no forms with duplicate errors. 

2 N0TE : CSS and PHEAA use conventional key-entry techniques,, while ACT uses marksense scann1n$T-0"he ACT. 4 
technique requires a different breakdown of data entry errors. For details, see text. 



Weighted for actual, distribution of MDE forms (m^CSS, 24% ACT, 5% PHEAA). 
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, . FIGURE 4-1 

APPLICATION DATA ENTRY DISCREPANCIES 
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percent. These weighted results roughly translate, to 1 data 

entry error for every 1,667 items and 1 data entry . error for 

ev'ery 37 applications. Translating' these rates into the larger 

population of over 2 million BEOG recipients whose applications 
♦ J 

originated at MDE sites, approximately 60,000 recipients were 
affected by. so'roe kind of data entry error in 1980-81. 

* Although these error rates are sma'il enough overall to pose 
-no threat .to the general integrity of Basic Grant processing, and 
although the study was not y designed to comprehensively compare 
error "rates across processors, it is notable that there is a 
striking difference in error rates between the different data 
entry technologies i The per-item and per-torm error rates for 
CSS and PHEAA, the two key entry sites, were very - similar , but 
there was a large difference between these site? and ACT in, error 
rates. *ACT's error' rates were over four tithes as high, a pattern 
which suggests, but by- no means proves, that key entry "techniques 
are superior to ACT's marksense scanning techniques for Basic 
Grant processing.' 

. The in-depth analysis of the individual errors in the fol- 
lowing section illustrates the types of errors that do occur. The 
CSS and ^JPHEAA data entry involve conventional keying, while the 
ACT data entry is exclusively marksense scanning. As there are 
different error considerations for each technique, ^hey will be 
discussed separately. 
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CONVENTIONAL KEYING 
j> Namef 

The CSS applications Contained five errors in the name 
field. All were\iiskey.ing of what was on the application. There 
•were no PHEAA errbrs\in the name field. 

Address ' • . «, 1 

Applications from CSS contained" one error in the address 

field. This was a simple transposition of a street number. 
PHEAA applications contained no address field, errors. 

income 
-] 

CSS had one error in a student's taxable income. The appli-^ 
cant reported" $2, 000, and data entry, recorded $4,000. The PHEAA 
applications had two applications with a total of three errors. 
One application . listed expected gross income for parents as 
$26,000 and other real estate and investment assets as $2,400. 
Data entry recorded the figures of $2,600 and $2,.500, respec- 
tively, : „ ' 
Household 

i 

One PHEAA application had an error in household data. An 
applicant reported the age or the oldest parent as 47, but this 
was keyed as 48. 

MARKS ENS E SCAN NING 

Its proponents claim that marksense technology is more accu- 
rate and costreffective than conventional keying methods for most 
data entry tasks. By asking . the applicant to write his or her 
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information (as on a conventional key entry fornr) and then to 
fill in machine readable ovals corresponding to that information, 
the -scanning technology not only eliminates the key. entry opera- 
tor but also allows a self-correcting double check for both the 
applicant and data entry editors* 

It was therefore not surprising- that the ACT sample we 
examined revealed only one case where information in a machine 
readable field on an application differed from that on the file 
'for no explicable reason. However, two secondary problems were 
detected: incomplete, erasure and applicant miscoding. Erasure 
problems occurred when applicants did not completely erase an 
oval and it was "read" during the scanning process, causing 
errors in the data. Applicant miscoding, which was the greater 
of the two problems, occurred when^either the applicant filled ^Ln 
incorrect ovals (i.e., ovals differing from those implied b>y the 
written information) or the applicant failed to fill in any oval. 
It could be argued that this flatter type of discrepancy is not an 
"error," since the written information was indeed reported, but 
the study classified it as : error .because opscan forms place the 
burden of verification^ on the student. Failures of students to 
verify * the gridding of their ' written responses to ACT were 
treated the same as failures of CSS and PHEAA keypunch staff to 
verify the keypunching of written responses, since the^ end* 
results of these two problems for overall Pell system error are 
exactly the same. * 



Name 

One ACT application contained a name field etfror due to 
applicant miscoding. 
Address 

There were 13 address errors in the ACT applications. Five 
were caused by erasure problems, and the remaining eight were the 
resvjlt of applicant miscoding. ^ 
Income 

fc A total" of 15 ACT income fields had discrepancies. One was 
due to an incomplete erasure; 14 were the result of miscoding. 
Household. * . 

Four ACT applications had errors as a^ result of miscpding in 
the household section. 

CORRECTION ANALYSIS - , 

Another aspept , of data entry errors is corrections. Each 
error could presumably generate,' a correction on the part ^of the 
student which would result in increased process ii^~ cos t . An 
analysis was made of , the errors detected in th& sample to deter- 
mine when and if the error was ever cprrected* The resul£3 of 
the analysis are summarized in Figure 4-2 . It should be noted 
that 78 percent of the errors were never corrected. Of more sig- 
nificance is the fact that 68/percent y£ the income/asset infor- 
mation was never corrected. Interestingly, 60 percent of ,the 

V 

items never corrected were to the disadvantage of the applicant. 
Figures 4-3 and 4-4 provide a detailed analysis, of corrected and 
uncorrected income and asset information. ' As it will be noted, 



NAME 



CSS 

Never Corrected 
Corrected on Transaction: 

Two 

Three 
, i Four 



PHEAA 



Never Corrected 
^Corrected on Transaction: 
Two 
Three 
Four 



ADDRESS 



INCOME/ASSETS 



' ( 



HOUSEHOLD 



TOTAL 



( 



FIGURE 4-2 
DATA ENTRY ERROR CORRECTION ANALYSIS 
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NAME 


ADDRESS 




; 2_ 

INCOME/ASSETS 


HOUSEHOLD : 


' -TOTAL 


APT 
At 1 










• 


Never i/Orrecteo i 


* 1 1 
11 




11 


4 


27 


Corrected" on Transaction: 




• 








Two 


2 % 




■ 4 

o 




6 


Thr6e - * 
Four 


v 2 




•4 


« 


6 


6' 


14 




• 20 


- .5l * 


45 



-7 



116 



117 



FIGURE 4-2 (Cont.)» 
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MDE FORM USED 


* 

APPLICATION ITEM 


APPLICATION 
VALUE 


ENTERED 
VALUE 


WASi^FYTNG HP ' 

nno rli lriu Ur\ 

SCANNING ERROR TO 
. THE APPLICANT'S 
, ADVANTAGE?. 


V 

. WOULD SEI 
AFFECTED BY 


BE 

>500? 


PHEAA • 


Real Estate/Investment 
Debt 


2,400 


2,500 


Yes 


No 


• 


( 

1 


Adjusted Gross Income 


8,500 


. 8,154 


Yes 




• 


ACT 


Adjusted Gross Income 


•23,250 


23,255 


No 


. No 


» 




Income Earned—Student 


• 6,647 


v 8,120 


No 


No 




* 


Income Earned— Mother 


3,409 


5,409 


No 


No 






* k Income Earned r -Mother 


9,560 


9,569 


No v 


No • 






Dependent Student's Net 
♦ Income 


1,738 


. 738 


Yes 


No 






Taxes Paid , , 


- 403 


406 


. Yes* 


No 


• 




Cash/Savings/Checking 


* 

300 


800 


No 


No 






Itemized 'Deductions 


4,380 




„_1 ' 


' ' „_1 






Home Debt 


9,081 


t 9,080 


• No _ 


No 


5 




. — 













1 These items do not dir 



e^ctly*affect eligibility. t 

• . ** " . ' FJGURE 4-3 < 

APPLICATIONS WITH INCOME/ASSETJSNTRY "ERRORS THAT WERE NEVER CORRECTED 
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MDE FORM USED APPLICATION ITEM 


APPLICATION 
VALUE 


ENTERED 
VALUE 


frAS "KEYING OR 
SCANNING ERROR TO 
THE APPLICANT'S 
ADVANTAGE?. 


. — 

WOUI 
AFFEC1 


IfED BY ^500? 


Expected Nontaxable Income 

Student's Expected Taxable 
Income- -Summer 1980 


• 10,000 
500 


• 0 
600 


_._1 
1 




„_1 


L 










* 



I 



1 These Items do not directly affect eligibility:- 

' i2'o ; 



FIGURE 4-3 (CCmt, ) 
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MOE FORM USED APPLICATION ITEM 



ORIGINAL APPLI- 
CATION VALUE 



ENTERED VALUE- 
*BY TRANSACTION NUMBER 
12 3 4 



WAS ITEM CORRECTED- 
TO THE APPLICANT'S 
ADVANTAGE? 1 



CSS 



Student's Expected Tax- 
able Income—School 





Year, 1980-81 

t 

*■ 


2,000 


4,000 


.. 0 




PHEAA 


r » 

Expected 1980 Adjusted ~ 
Gross Income 


26,000 


Z,600 


2,600 


2,600 


ACT 


Earned Income—Father 


5,400 


< 

5,300' 


5,700 






Earned Income— Mother 


4,206 


•6,206 


6,206 


4,206. 




i 

Earned Income— Student 


9,525.8 


<-.5,258" 


9,525 






Medical /.Dental Expenses 


175 


1,175 


1/5 • 





Nontaxable Income--Soc1al 
Security BenefUs 



2,437.0 - 24,370 2,437 




FIGURE 4-4 

APPLICATIONS WITH ENTRY ERRORS THAT WERE CORRECTED 
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none of the errors would have had a large impact- on the SEI, 
"which is utilized to determine the actual amount of the Basic 
Grant award. 

CONCLUSIONS """" — — 

The major conclusion of this analysis is that both the rate 

to 

of error and the award significance of the uncorrected error in 

BEOG application data entry are „ low among Basic Grant recipients 

i 

using MDE forms. On examining the MDE ; application forms of 1,250 
Basic Gfant recipients, we found no uncorrected errors of major 
award significance .and only 45 errors overall. Compared to the 
large number of errors being uncovered in the applicant and 

institution components (over $400 million in net, overaward 

<? 

error), the amount of error found here is low. OSFA can forego 

c 

corrective actions regarding data entry without imperiling 
program integrity. , s 

Three caveats apply, however. First, the error rates * asso- 
ciated with ACT, which uses marksense technology for its data 
entry, were significantly higher than those for the other two MDE 
processors* Of the forms processed by ACT ; 6.8 percent had some 
kind of error, compared to around 1.5 percent of forms processed 
at CSS and PHEAA. This ^difference suggests that OSFA should 
investigate further whethef or not marksense is -an- appropriate 
technology for Basic Grant processing .data entry. We want to 
stress here that although our results regarding error rate dif- 
ferences /between sites are statistically . significant at 'the 
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about 

either ACT or marksense technology. The study was not designed 
to compare error rates across processors , in comprehensive fash- ^ 
ion. Among the kinds of information needed for making definitive ' 
conclusions are • the costs', ti.ming, fields, students, and 
organizational characteristics associated with the various errors 
uncovered at the three MDE sites. 

Second, the study of data entry - was designed to apply only 

°° 

to Basic Grant recipients whose applications . were priginally 
received by MDE processors. Nevertheless, although only a more 
comprehensive study could provide definitive evidence, our exper- 



ience and data lead ^is to hypothesize that data entry error pat- 
terns affect other Basic Grant applicants to about the same 

v 

extent as they affected our sample. , • 

finally, to say that the level and significance of error in 
MDE data eptry for Basic Grants are low is not to say that poli- 
cymakers should do nothing. The decision as to whether or not to 
act depends* upon^ OSFA's weighting of the costs and benefits 
attached to dn action. A mature quality control and quality 
assurance program aims not only to make sure that established 
quality standards" are met by all output but also to seek areas 
.where breakthroughs in error control can be made that will allow 
management to obtain performance not just equal to the existing 
standards but far superior to them. 

In the case of BEOG data entry; the issue is whether the 
delays, corrections,^ and inaccuracies from data entry can be cut. 
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to a level to justify the expense of breakthrough QC/QA activi- 
ties. At each MDE site, the data entry errors we found were 
below~Th^^n^=qt§xl^r__of 'one^ percent per stroke or mark error 
rate accepted as the 1981-8F7H^r^wafecattual ' standard, 1 but 
any error in Basic Grant data entry is accost . Whenever a data 
entry error is made and transmitted onto the student's SER, one 
of two undesirable outcomes^ will occur: either the student will 
correct it and submit the correction to the central processor, in 
which case there is a waste and rework cost to OSFA and the stu- 
dent, or the student will not correct it, in which case the 
information on the students financial and personal record is 
inaccurate, another kind of cost to OSFA and, potentially, to tlie 
student. If there are corrective actions which can lower even 
the currently low data , entry error rate at ah' acceptable cost- 
benefit ratio, Vhese should be undertaken by OSFA. Changes to 
MDE contracts and increased OSFA monitoring of MDE sites" could -be 
well worth considering in that light. • • 



iThere was no precise error standard on the 1980-81 MDE con- 
tract, under which the sample applications were drawn. 
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CHAPTER 5 



INSTITUTIONAL ERROR 



Institutions are responsible, once an applicant 
has received an SEI below *1, 600/ for certifying- eligi- 
bility 'and calculating and disbursing BEOG awards. 
While BEOG applicants, themselves, ~- cause the greatest 
amount of -overaward errorT^lndings from this study 
indicate that a substantial amount of institutiortal 
error exists in the BEOG program. 

This chapter presents findings on the- types and 
incidence of institutional error occurring in the BEOG 
program. Our determination of institutional error is 
based 'on analysis of — data- from 4, 5 53 student file 
record abstracts and interviews with financial aid 
officers at 305 postsecondary institutions. The fol- 
lowing are Xey findings: f 

_. Total institutional .error in 

1980-81 was $^63 million and 
involved an estimated 42 percent of 
all BEOG recipients . The total 
amount of institutional BEOG 
overawards equaled * $272 million, 
and total underawards equaled $91 
million . The total net overaward 
due to institutions was, therefore, 
$181 million. The average^^Tnsti- 
tutional oVeraward was $441, while 
the average underaward was $239. 

Findings, show the absence of an 
affidavit of educational ^purpose 
[AEP] or financial aid transcript - 
[FAT] from a student's file was tthe 
single largest contributor , to 
institutional error* 

Total* institutional error, wh^n 
AEP/FAT 'error was excluded, totaled 
$211 pillion and ir#olved 37 per- 
\ cent of all BEOG reaipients . Of 
\this, $111 million was overawarded, 
and $100 million was underawarded . 
Thus, * net institutional error, 
excluding /%EP/FAT error, equaled 
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$11 million. The average overaward 
( $236) and underaward ( $243) were 
. similarly balanced. 

Looking at , error by. component and across types of 
institutions, findings show: 

Of all recipients in our sample , 
9.1 percent were found 'ineligible 
.because theyv did* not meet one or 
more of the , eligibility .criteria' 
set out in BEOG program regula- 
tions. Only 1.7 percent were. found 
ineligible for program eligibility 
reasons other than AE^/FAT error • ^* 

After AEP/FAT error, students not 
making satisfactory progress was 
the largest source of eligibility 
error. 

Institutional data * indicate that a 
snjDStantial number of BEOG* recipi-*' ■ • 
ents ' changed enrollment status or ' m 
dropped out during the course of 
the year. Ten percent- of students ~ 
who 'were full-time at the first 
disbursement had either dropped out 
or dropped below ha If time at the , 
second disbursement > term. This 
represents 8 percent *of the tot&l 
sample. Although these . kinds of 
change's are " not by' themselves' 
necessarily program errors, they do 
seem to be associates with errors • 
by institutions and abuses ^ by 
students. 
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Average absolute * institutional 
award error was less than $95. per 
recipient at over 50 percent of 
institutions in our sample, and was 
less than $50 per recipient at over 
30 percent of institutions in our 
sample. 

There is little indication that 
award error is more frequent at 
private institutions than at public 
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institutions , *yet the average size 
of award error was 'larger at pri- 
vate institutions . Proportionate to 
their representation in the popular 
tion, students at private institu- 
tions had more net award error 
(largely due to the higher average 
awards at those institutions) . 



j 



error, is. comprised of^/ix typcfs .oj:, com- 

£A- arid. Citizenship* Error' , . 

^ V/ : " '* • • • 

• v Program Eligibility Error : _• 

• ** ^08^ s 5^£-4£&^ndMC^ Error . \' 

• '^ Enrollment Status Error *^ ■ 

• • Calculation Error B - 
Definitions of these error types' appeared in Chapter 1. The 
first three fall into a broad category which we call eligibility 
error, and the last three are part of a general category labeled 
disbursement error. Figure 5-1. illustrates the incidence of 
institutional error by each component type. . 

ELIGIBILITY ERROR 

Eligibility error described in this section is error made by 
institutions, in determining whether students meet the student 
eligibility criteria established in BEOG program regulations to 
qualify for a Basic Grant. Thiere ■ are several distinct 
regulations, in addition to the receipt of an SEL below 1,600, 
governing a student 1 s \ eligibility for a BEOG award. As Figure 
5-2 reveals, the incidence of eligibility error made by 
institutions in 1980-81 is very low. A total of 3.1 percent of 
all recipients in our sample, were found to 1 be categorically 
ineligible for one or more of the eligibility reasons listed in 
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f 


ESTIMATED 
RECIPIENTS 
W.ITH ERROF 


PERCENT i 
5 OF ALL 
I RECIPIENTS 


. MEAN ABSOLUTE 
ERROR TOR - 
RECIPIENTS 
WITH ERROR- 




Total Institution Erro* 


1 

. 991,000 


42% 


$366 4 




Institution Error 
without' AEP/FAT Error 


< 

873,000 


■v. 

37% 


$241 




Components^ . 


y 








AEP/FAT Error 


181,000 


^T^. -7.7% 


$933 




BA and Citizenship Error 


4,000 ! 


.2% 


$849 




Program El 1g1bfttty^n ror 


31,300 


1.3% 


$789 




Cost of Attendance 


^-354,000 


15.0% 


$177 ' 




Enrollment Status Error 2 , 


. 430,000^ 


18.2% 


$219 ' 




Calculation Error 2 

9 * 


368,000 




$'79 



I Component figures are computed Independently for each type of error:. . 
The sum therefore exceeds the total of all error, because error has been 
counted more than once in all cases where more than one' type of terror 
. occurs. - ~ 

^Estimated breakdown of institutional error components using spring 1981 
data. FTnal component figures will be derived from Institutional reconcil- 
iation rosters as part'of Stage Two of' this project. 



FIGURE. 5-1 

SUMMARY OF INSTITUTIONAL ERROR INCIDENCE 
AND ABSOLUTE VALUE IN -DOLLARS 
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ELIGIBILITY ERROfl COMPONENTS 



ERROR CASES INCIDENCE OF ERROR 

N = 4530 
WEIGHTED - • UNWEIGHTED 



' 

No Affidavit of Educational. 
'. Purpose ; , ^ 

No Financial .Aid Transcript 

Holds Bachelor's- Degree 

Nonqualified Citizenship 

Program Eligibility Error 

Course Less Than Six Months 

' Enrollment Status Less Than 
Half Time 

Nondegree Student 

Grant or Loan Default 

Not Maintaining Satisfactory 
Progress 

Total Categorically Ineligible 
Recipients 



185 

185 
6 ' 
2 

1 
5 

2 
4 

54 



3.74% 

4.10% 
.17% 
.06% 

.03% 
.06% 

.06% 
.07% 
1.23% 

9.10% 



.4.08% 

4.08% 
.13% 
.04% 

.02% 
41% 

.04% 
.09% 
1.19% 

\ 9.30%' 



FIGURE 5-2 m 
INCIDENCE OF INSTITUTIONAL ELIGIBILITY ERROR 
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the following section. The highest incidence of eligibility 
error is due to either a missing AEP or FAT. The third highest 
rate of eligibility ertor is due to students not making 
satisfactory progress. Institutions appear to have minimal 
problems complying with the other six program regulations. 
Eligibility criteria are discussed ^.n the following sections. 
Affidavit of Educational Purpose [AEP] Error 

Program Definition: To be eligible for a Basic Grant, a student 

must file a notarized affidavit or signed 
statement stating that all funds received 
through Title IV programs will be used • 
solely for educational or educationally 
related purposes and that the student is 
not in default. 

In 185 student files (3.7 percent) from our sample, a '/nota- 
rized* AEP or a signed statement, (.notarization became optional 
beginning in 1980-81) was missing. Several institutions reported 
they 1 - collect A£Ps from the majority of students through some 
regular mechanism such as inclusion on institution aid applica- 
tions or award notices. The institutions ' then collect the' 
remaining AEPs > for students receiving BEOGs or state grants only 
throughout the academic year.\ Since this is a technicality that 
may be corrected at any time without 'affecting the amount of a 
BEOG award, institutions apparently feel this " error's 

significance does not warrant th^ delay of disbursements. 

\ 

Financial Aid Transcript [FAT] Erfror 

Program Definition: Before a student may receive a Basic Grant, 

the* ^ institution must have received and 
. evaluated a certified financial aid tran- 
script from that student 1 s prior educa- 
tional institution or school* 
\ 



Coincidental ly, the same number (185) of FATs as AEPs were 
found^missing from files. For the most part, they were different 
files from those missing AEPs. An FAT provides data on previous 
aid received by the stucfent and whether or not the student is in * 
default. Regulations state that a\^first disbursement may be 
made, but a second'BEOG disbursement must be held back until the 
receipt of a transcript. Since we collected institutional data in 
the spring of 1991, the majorit^^f second disbursements had been 
issued, making awards to students Without FATs on file in error. 
This finding indicates institutions treat missing FATs similarly a 
to missing AEPs, i.e., as .technical errors that can be corrected 

. * 

after the fact. 

Bachelor's Degree Error ' » 

Program Definition: To be eligible for a Basic Grant a student 

must not have received a previous bache- 
lor 1 s degree. * . ♦ 

• * « 

Six out of 4,530 sample cases (".17 percent) were founds to 
have bachelors degrees. In cashes where documentation' such as an 
academic transcript wag not available/ our data collectors relied 
upcJji student-supplied information to verify, this item, which is 
* in keeping with the- t procedure mos institutions use to check 
bachelor's decree status. 

V 

Citizenship Error * ^ " 1 

Program Definition: To be eligible for^ a- Basic Grant a student 

must be .a U.S. citizen, a permanent resi- 
dent, in the U.S.. for other than a tempo- 
' rary • purpose, or a permanent- resident of 

the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands 
or the Northern Mariana Islands. ♦ 
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Only two cases. (.06 percent) in the sample did not meet 
eligible citizenship criteria for receiving a BEOG award. Both 
of these noneligible citizenship cases were' discovered through 
documentation in the students 1 files ; ho interview data led, to 
the detection of students' ineligibility^by reason of citizen- 
ship. K - y 

Citizenship and bachelor's degree errors* are caused either 
by student misrepresentations of institutional oversight. Since 
the number of bachelor f s degree and citizenship errors found is 
^o, small and the responsibility 'for certifying these eligibility 
requirements falls into the institution's realm of responsibiT- 
iXy, we consider both institutional errors, 

Program Eligibility Error # X> 

5 [ 
Course Less Than Six Months 

Program Definition: To be eligible for a Basic Grant a student 

must be enrolled in a program of 'study tnat 
is at least six«months in length. 

* * * » 

Only one case was found where an award was* made \ to a stu- 

dent enrolled in an ineligible or # less than six-moftth program. 

Through admissions or registration procedures most institutions 

car? ^effectively, identify students enrolled in noneligible pro — 

grams prior to award. > * t 

Enrollment Status Less Than Half .Time * "» 

Program Definition: To be eligible for a Basic Grant a" student, 

must be enrolled ^s at least a half-time 
undergraduate student at an institution of 
higher education. 

4 Though it is not clear that institutions always adjust 

awards iri conjunction with student enrollment changes betweerf 

J. V> l> 
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half-time, three-quarter time, and full-time status, the^re is 

little evidence that institutions maXe errors by disbursing EEOG 

funds to students who are not enrolled at least half time. Of 

• morC^thaH 4,500 recipients in our sample, only 5 students (.06 

percent) • ineligible for this reason received BEOG awards. 

Nondegree Student 

Program Def initiori : To be eligible for a Basic Grant a student 

must be enrolled in a program which leads 
to a bachelor's, associate, undergraduate 
professional, or certificate degree. • 



We discovered two cases where students s enrolled in non- 
degree, noncertif icate programs received Basic Grants. . As with 
the six-month course length requirements, institutions appear 
fairly effective in' blocking award disbursements to students in 
noneligible programs. ' . 

Grant sOr Loan Default * 

2 s — i 

Program Definition: A student is not eligible to receive a 

Basic Grant if he or she . is iti default on 
any Title IV loan — NDSL, GSL/FJSL — or owes ' 
a repayment on* any . Title IV grant — BEOG, 
SEOG, or SSIG — received while in attendance 
at that institution. 

Fo.ur cases of students in our sample in loan default sta- 
tus (.07 percent) were detected. In one of these, cases' the 
institution did not recover the fir'st ' disbursement but cancelled 
the second. As with verification of bachefor's degree status, 
-often the only document available to verify -loan default status, 
particularly for students with previous guaranteed student loans, 
is a certification statement supplied by the student / 



13G 



^ Ncyt Maintaining Satisfactory Progress 



Program Definition:. To be eligible for a Basic Grarit a student 
— must maintain satisfactory progress in his 

'or her course of study. 

After AEP/FAT error, students not maintaining satisfactory 
progress is the most serious source of eligibility error. Fifty- 
four cases with such error were discovered, J although this inci- 
dence ofj error still ,only represents 1.2 percent of our sample. 
A wide range of institutional satisfactory progress policies, with 
probation periods of various lengths, diverse appeal procedures, 
.and room for special exceptions are in place in institutions. 
This makes the task of verifying compliance with this regulation 
difficult. This 1.2 percent incidence of erroru reftj^sents only 
cases where tbe same data- sources that FAOs check for satisfac-* 
tory progress indicated a student recipient was not in satisfac- 
tory progress, , according to the institutions policy. For~the 
most part, this error does not represent cases where students 
received awards and dropped out or withdrew from classes* follow- 
ing the end of refund periods. 

In summary, institutions' appear to have little difficulty 
Complying with eligibility regulations, with the exception of 
AEP/FAT requirements. Our findings on the AEP appear similar to 
» those of the 1978-79 Quality Control study, where 7 percent of. 
recipients did not have valid- AJSPs on file. However, these two 
sets of findings on the AEP are not exactly parallel. The data 
* for this study were collected in the spring, whereas the data 
.collection for the earlier study # toq>k place in the fair when 
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institutions were still actively collecting AEPs. By the spring 
of 1979/ the incidence of students missing a valid AEP had prob- 
ably dropped below 7 perhent. 1 r 

Although we have not recommended a formal corrective action 
addressing this AEP / £ AT problem, a reassessment of the signifi- 
cance of either of these* documents to the administration and 

- integrity of the Basic Grant program may be advisable- A goal 
should be set of either .eliminating these forms or collecting 

^iem in a way 1^hat prevents their presence or absence in files 
from contributing to award error as it does, now. 

DISBURSEMENT ERROR 

* " As with the first Quality Control study, we found insti- 
tutional procedures surrounding calculation and disbursement of 
BEOG awards diverse and noted that final enrollment status, and 
cost of attendance data used to calculate disbursements often go 
unrecorded. Since** cost of attendance and enrollment status are 
the two factors -that* are combined with the SEt to determine 
scheduled award and expected disbursement amounts, we assume a 
certain amount of error in > these two data items . The act of 
calculating the award — converting the SEI from an index to a 
* dollar awarjd figure using the BEOG payment Schedule— -most likely 
generated an additional amount of institutional 'BEOG "error. & In 
an effort tjo discover causes of disbursement error, we identified 
for further 4 investigation three subcategories where such error 
could occur and affect the award amount: (1) cost of attendance 
error, {tI) enrollment statps error, and (3) calculation error. 

138 
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Distributing this remaining error among causes would be 
fairly straightforward if one standard document were used across 
all campuses to keep a written record of significant points in a 
student f s* award Setermination. Since no such document exists, 
our analysis of x:ause for institutional disbursement error i,s 
based on data from the institutional SER kept in student files., 
The file SER in some cases is accurate; in other cases it is not 
because .institutions often do not juse it as a working document on 
which original status or changes in enrollment status and awards 
are recorded. 

Hence# what we have measured as cause for institution dis- 
bursement error may be as much a measure of £he inadequacy of 
institution record keeping and lax BEOG program procedures which 
v do not require institutions to record the process use.d for deter- 
mining BEOG awards as it is a measure of an actual payment 

N 

error. 

Cost of Attendance Error 

Definition: Cost of attendance is one of three factors used 
to calculate a BEOG expected disbursement. Cost 
*' - . of , attendance is the total of a student 1 s actual 

tuition and fees # room and board expenses, 'plus a 
$400 allowance for books and supplies. Cost of 
attendance error occurs when the calculated cost 
of * attendance figure used to calculate a stu- 
dent 1 s award does not. equal that student's actual 
cost of attendance. (For 1931-32 regulations 
allow the use of average cost of attendance 
figures. ) 

BEOG cost of attendance err<?r# while less widespread than 
enrollment status error, still affects 15.0 percent of all recip- 
ients with- an absolute mean error of $177 per recipient with' 
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"error. Cost of' attendance regulations for^ the Basic Grant 
program had been labeled "a large administrative burden" by 
institutions pursuant to the recent regulation change. This is 
supported by our findings, which indicate a significant incidence 
of this type of institutional error. Financial aid offices 
appear to have particular difficulty tracking; adjustments to 
students 1 costs Tdue to' mid-year changes in room and board 
arrangements and status chnanges in state residency. 
Enrollment Status Error 

Definition: " Enrollment status is the second of three factors 
used to calculate a BEOG expected ^disbursement. A 
separate BEOG payment schedule is used for stu- 
dents enrolled full time, three-quarter time, of 
half time. Enrollment status error occurs when 
<S' the wrpng status or the wrong payment schedule is 

used to calculate the expected disbursement. 

Using the 'enrollment status error definition appearing in 

Chapter 1, our analysis, shows* that institutions made errors in 

determining correct enrollment status for 18.2 percent of the 

BEOG recipients in our sample with an absolute mean error (under 

and overaward combined) of $219 per recipient with error. A 

certain amount , of this error reflects the fact that some 

institutions do not update the students' file SERs as enrollment 

status changes occur nor maintain records which describe when and 

why award adjustments were made- Thus,- while a student may have 

received the correct award, it # is^ not reflected in the financial 

aid office records. Nevertheless, the magnitude of this error 

indicates that some financial aid offices are not adequately 
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calculating or adjusting BEOG awards based on' the correct enroll- 
ment status factor. 

We cannot say definitely why enrollment status error occurs. 
~We are also not certain it will remain at this level once recon- 
ciliation takes place. However, lax institutional procedures, 
untimely, reconciliation, and inadequate record-keeping practices 
surrounding the administration of Basic Grants may be causes for 
this type -pf error. In many cases institutions* lack uniform and 
consistent procedures for monitoring a* student's ongoing eligi- 
bility for a grant, such as £ system to check enrollment status 
of all recipients, and make simultaneous adjustments to BEOG 
awards/by a specific date each term. 
Calculation Error 

# 

Definition: Calculation error is error made by .institutions in 
converting the SEI from an index number to a dol- 
lar award figure using the BEOG Payment Schedule. 
Accurate calculation requires use of the proper 
. payment schedule page based on a student's enroll- 
ment status (full time, three-quarter time, or 
. half time) and taking * the award amount from the 
correct cell on the payment schedule. 

BEOG calculation error occurred in 15^6 percent of the 

.Cases with a mean absolute error of .$79, and a net error of. $3. 

The overwhelming majority of cases, over 90 percent, show error 

within $50 of the correct award. This suggests that one cause of 

calculation error is an incorrect reading of the BEOG award from 

the payment schedule. ' In most cases, missing the correct award 

cell by one* or two^ells would cause an error of $50 or less.* 

Some calculation error may also be ^caused by the more difficult 

computation clodk-hour schools must use to determine awards. The 
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computation becomes even more complex when a student recipient 
enrolls in a program which crosses over two academic years. 

It v is probable that a certain amount of calculation error 
was -caused by the late $50 across-the-board cut. in, 1980-81 
awards. As a ,res.ult of the cut, it was' necessary to issue • a 
second payment schedule, which may have caused some confusion in 
award calculations. In addition, this $50 cut altered the use of 
the payment schedule from previous* .years', making an award for a 
student who attended full time one semester and then dropped out 
different by $25 from an award for a student attending half ' time 
for a full year. When all cases wh^re calculation error of ^26 
or less are eliminated, the averag^ net error is $24 ,per 
recipient with error. < . 

STUDENT CHANGES . IN ENROLLMENT STATUS Z 

This next section discusses findings a from our data cdllec- 

tion on the frequency with which , students in our sample made* 

* i * 

changes iti enrollment status between semesters or academic terms. 
These findings have no direct relationship with'the statistics on 
institutional, enrollment status error previously discussed. 

Students in postsecondary education frequently change their 

T * 

enrollment status from .one term to the next for a variety of ^ 
reasons; therefore, it is not surprising that idata from this 

1 A • 



study /feflect/ such changes. While our data ^ limit" us ,fr*om 
measuring the relationship between the frequency pf enrollment 
status changes and the propensity of institutions to make 

• .„ •• . — ^H2 




mistakes because of enrollment status changes , we feel it is 
important to discuss this topic for two reasons: 

• The substantial rate at which Basic Grant- recipients 
make enrollment status changes may be a n&tural cause 
of BEOG error • This has 'implications for policymakers 
with regard to the "procedures institutions use to -chectf 
enrollment status and adjust BEOG award.3, - 

• While we have no ;clear evidence, irtf erentfal analysis 
together with data from institutional interviews gives 

3 some indication that a* significant minority of students 
may be enrolling in school for the, purpose of receiving 
a Basic Grant alone and not * necessarily for academic 
reasons • * * 

Findxngs on student enrollment status changes between aca- 
demic t6rms show that a considerable number of students change 
enrollment status and in many cases" reduce course loads or drop 

out 'of school both before and after receipt of a Basic Grant, 

v 

z » 
Over 15 percent of the students enrolled full time when they, got 

their* first disbi^jements (84 percent of the to a tal sample) were 

either no longer* enrolled or ha,d dropped below full-time ^status 

at the time of their second ;rterm disbursements . Ten percent of 

those who were full time for the first disbursement had -either 

dropped out' or dropped J>eidw half time .by the next disbursement 

s 

ternt. Thirty-one percent of students who were half or three- 
quarter Jtime at the first disbursement (8 percent o£ the total 
sample) had changed to 4Eull time at the secqhd disbursement* 

Again, because institutions do • not routinely record enroll - 
ment changes' -and their dates of occurrence along -with resulting' 
adjustments to BEOG' awards , we cannot assess /the impact of these 
changed on BEOG error as accurately as we would like. In -addi- 
tion, policies setting out wfien students are 1 Liable for part or 
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all of tuition or other charges if they withdraw from* school are 

highly diverse among institutions. Nevertheless, it appears that 

the sheer volume of enrollment changes and necessary adjustments 

to awards is a liXely cause of institutional BEOG error. 

Besides being a probable source of disbursement error, this 

movement between full, three*-quarter, or half time an<} less than 

BEOG-eligible enrollment status may have wilder impact on unin- 

tended behavior effects in the BEOG program, BEOG payments to 

students and refunds from students who reduce course loads or 

withdraw are calculated according to individual institutions 1 

interpretations of BEOG regulations and institutional policy. In 

spite of the 'numerous enrollment' status changes, our Student 

Record Abstract [SRA] findings show that only 6 percent of the 

total sample had a BEOG overpayment (for this sturdy, we defined 

"overpayment" as any time a, student. 1 s account showed a. debit to a 

BEOG payment), with an average overpayment of $195. Whep these 

. * « \ 

shifts in enrollment status between t^rms are balanced, against 

our date on BEOG overpayments, there is a suggestion that a 
relatively large number of case's exist where BEOG students drop 
out or greatly reduce course » loads between terms* 

These shifts in status "by a BEOG recipient- .can mean one of 
two! things: * (1) the s/fcudent finished out the term at the origi- 
nal enrollment status on which the BEOG was calculated and then 
enrolled at a different s.tatus or did not enroll at all for the 
next term; (2) the student dropped out or greatly reduced his or 

> 

5-18. . *J 



her course load after the end of tuition refund periods which 
require student repayment of grants received. Neither of these 
cases violates current BEOG regulations, and in many instances' 
the changes are probably m^de for sound academic or personal rea- 
sons. However, combining our data on course load changes with 
anecdotal evidence f roin institutional interviews (such evidence 
is discussed in Chapter 4 of 'the Corrective Actions Volume) leads 
us to suspect a pattern "of 'abuse in the BEOG aerogram. A sigmfi- 



v 

cant number- of students- may be enrolling in^school specifically 
to receive Ba'sic Grants then dropping out after the end of the 
refund periods, without ^violating BEOG regulations . 

A related issue is the Federal 'concern, specifically dis- 
cussed in^a recent GAO report, over satisfactory progress regula- 



tions governing current ^Federal student financial aid recipients. 
^Current Federal regulations state that a policy must exist but 
essentially allow institutions *$:o define such satisfactory pro- 
grass policies according to individually set standards. Our 
findings indicate a wide diversity in- satisfactory progress poli- 

* 1 V 

cies and inconsistency among institutions in the* application of* 
policies to student financial aid recipif§ts on a .seemingly arbi- 
trary basis (e.g., separate policies are sometimes applied to 
students from disadvantaged backgrounds, arid probation periods 
were extended in individual cases). In many cases, institutional 
satisfactory progress policies do not take into account W grades 
received for withdrawals from, courses and are silent on any 
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requirement that students must maXe normal progress toward an 
educational degree or certificktte. 

Thus, .the fact that students can drop out without penalty to 

.current or future BEOG awards and, in many cases, without violat- 



ing satisfactory progress policies leaves open an opportunity for 
serious abuse this area. 



INSTITUTION AWARD ERROR RANGJ5S 

Figure 5-3 shows the range : of- absolute institutional award 
error for institutions in our sample. The average size of insti- 
tutional error range's from $0 to $999 — |>er; recipient. As* the 
chart indicates, 13 percent of our sample institutions made no 
errors in disbursing Basic Grants during 1980-81. Over 30 per- 
cent had less than a $50 average award error per recipient^ 

Figure 5-4 .shows" the same range T of meaii absolute institu- 
tional error,- omitting AEP/FAT error. In this analysis, 16 per- 
cent of the institutions committed no errors, and 45^ percent had 
average institutional error of less than $50. In botlv approaches 

to defining institutional error., more ' than half of the institu- 
« 

tions had an average award error of less than $95 per recipient.' 

. The preponderance of large institutional award discrepancies 

« 

are paused by eligibility errors; hence, the, 5 percent of insti- 
tutions falling into the highest range in Figure 5-3 'reflect a 
certain amount of eligibility error. As Figure 5-4 shows , fewer 
'institutions have an average error of $200 or more when AEP and 
FAT errors are not counted, because both are eligibility errors. 
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RANGE OF AVERAGE PER RECIPIENT 
AWARD ERRORS MADE BY INSTITUTIONS 
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RANGE OF AVERAGE PER RECIPIENT AWARD ERRORS 
MADE BY INSTITUTIONS NOT INCLUDING AEP/FAT ERROR 



Nevertheless/ these outlier institutions do have a sufficient 
number, of cases to be valid and* therefore indicate- that a 'wide 

7 . 

range of error is occurring at institutions. • • 

Overall/ these charts suggest that some schools do a far 
better job of administering Basic Grants than others. The r^nge, 
and variation in error among institutions suggest that this type 
of analysis is useful for determining a standard for measuring 
the performance of schools. For example/ since 50 percent of out- 
sample institutions show an average error of less than $100/ such 
a figure might be" designated as an indicator of standard perform- 

# 

ance . * . 

» <•> f- » 

It is important to note in this discussion that the institu- 
tional error mode in our analysis is $50 for overawards and -$26 
for underawards. Two f actors^contribute to this: < BEOG awards, 
calculated using the SEI and cost of attendance, increase by 
increments'^^: $50 for full-time students. Thus, missing the cor- 
rect cell on the payment schedule by 1^ when calculating a BEOG 
award could very likely' cause a $50 awaird error. The other con- 
tributing factor is unique to the 198^-81 year. Very late in the 



processing year BEOG awards were , cut Across the board by $50, 



This happened after most, students^ had been notified of the 
amounts of their BEOG awards. Some confusipn then occurred 
between institutions, the. processor, and Eg as to when the *pro- 
> cessdr began using the Revised payment schedule to automatically 
calculate awards. We suspect some institutions, using the ^xi- 
mum award listed on the SER as a guide, reduced awards which had 



already been reduced by the processor or vice versa. It is 
probable that institutions failed to catch all the changes. 
Again, # we attribute a certain amount of underaward error to this 
one-time circumstance. 

■ ' . ! 

INSTITUTION CHARACTERISTICS t 

— : ; % v * 

This section presents findings on the distribution of stu- 

* « 

dent and institutional error among types of institutions v and the 
impact of certain' institutional procedures and characteristics on 
the incidence and magnitude of* error. Of .the 305 institutions in 
our sample, 153 are public, 95 are private and nonprofit, and 57 
are proprietary institutions/' The distribution of types of 
institutions as opposed to control is as follows: 49 'are less 
than- 2-year institutions, 105 are 2-year institutions, and 151 
are 4-year qr more than 4-year institutions. Findings discussed 
_in this section are the -result of simple bivarialie data analyses. 

ter of this-' report discusses the results of V our 
regression analyses to determine error-prone populations and 
institution types. Since regression analysis isolates and ana- 
lyzes selected characteristics while holding all else constant, 
spme differences in findings r occur. 
Public, Private, and Proprietary Institutions 

Figure 5-5 reporvts the differences in the incidence and size 
o'f total institution and student award discrepancies at public, 

private, and proprietary institutions . Our findings indicate 

r - 

that private and proprietary institutions, on average, maXe 
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DISBURSEMENT DISCREPANCIES AT 
PUBLIC, PRIVATE, AND PROPRIETARY INSTITUTIONS 



larger overaward and underaward errors, than do public institu- 
tions, and, proportionate to their representation in the .popu- 
lation, they contribute to more net award error. The actual 
frequency, as opposed to the magnitude, of institutional error at 
private institutions (21 percent), however, is quite low in 
comparison to error at public and (46 percent) proprietary 
institutions (61 percent). The incidence of student error is 
greate> at private* and proprietary institutions, while the size 
of student over- and underawards is generally similar across 
institution" types. These findings suggest that private 

institutions, where there are f ewer^. BEOG recipients than at 

» 

public institutions, are better able to administer the gran.t 
program. The larger average award error at private institutions 
is * due to an overall larger average award size at such 

institutions. , 

\ 

Less Than Two-Year, Two-Year, and Four-Year Institutions 
; Figure^--S^6 shows the distribution of total student and 

institutional errhr among types of institutions — less than two- 
year, j^wo-year, and four-year. Our analysis indicates that^Tess 
than two-year institutions, which are largely proprietary 
schools, make the largest average .institutional over and under- 
awards and have a higher incidence of overawards than do two- 
year and four-year institutions. Some of this' error is due -to 
the complexities of calculating expected disbursements for stu- 
dents at clock-hour institutions. The variety of programs with 
differing lengths and total clock hours offered by one institu- 
tion, mingled with students crossing over two academi* years 
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while completing one program, limits our efforts to accurately 
measure error at proprietary institutions, except on a case-by- 
case basis. Nevertheless, the magnitude of institutional error 
at less than two-year institutions points to other problems which* 
may rtelate to the timing of disbursements and award adjustments 
(BEOG repayments). Some timing problems, for example, are 
explained by the fact that students attending proprietaries which 
are Alternate Disbursement System [ADS], institutions often 
receive late disbursements. 

The fact that four-year institutions exhibit the lowest 
incidence of institutional over and underaward (23 percent and 9 
percent, respectively) may be due to their better management of 

the BEOG program, -or it may be that Basic Grants are easier to 

i 

administer at four-year schools because of' more uniform academic 
calendars. We hypothesize that the reason over awards at 
proprietary and four-year institutions are greater is mainly 
because their costs of attendance and average BEOG awards are 
higher, and hence categorical eligibility errors are more liXely 
to be larger overaward errors. This .can be seen in Figure 5-7, 
which displays net and absolute error means for error components 
by types of institution. Figures for AEP/FAT error (the most 
prevalent" eligibility error) across the five institution types 
show that the four-yea* and ' six-month program institutions on 
this chart have the largest positive award errors. Underaward 
error, on the other hand, is always disbursement error, hence, 
smaller in magnitude than eligibility error. 
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NET ERROR MEANS BY INSTITUTION TYPE 
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Underaward error at institutions/ when AEP/FAT error is 
excluded, is almost as 'high as overaward error. This is due, in 
part, to institutions that had not made or scheduled their final 
disbursements at the time of our data collection. Nonetheless, 
the magnitude of underaward error 1 gives some indication that a 
significant number of schools are either not recording award dis- 
burseme-nts on a timely basis or are holding up disbursements for 
reasons of their own. One example, reported by an FAO, 'was that 
of a student on probation status whose grant was being held back 
until he passed at lea^t the first half of his semester courses. 
As stated before, w4^€xpect a decrease in both under and over- 
award error at' institutions once analysis of data from 1980-81 ' 
Student Validation Rosters is completed during Stage Two. 

v The incidence of student error , is higher at four-year 
schools £han at two-year schools. This may be lue to the fact 
that a larger proportion of students from higher-income families 
attend four-year institutions 7 such' * students are %ore error 
prone. The average AG I for the families of sttfdents or/ 
independent students in our sample attending 4-year schools is 
$11,832, compared to $7,737 for students at 2-year institutions. 
The discrepancies in student overaward error, particularly the 
difference in percent of error Tpgtween less than two-year and ^ 
two-year institutions, are not as easily Understood. Differences 
in income do. not explain this latter discrepancy, since figures* 
on average AG I and student income are very similar between these 
two groups. This indicates that some other factor, related 



to students who attend proprietary schools/ is causing their 
higher* student award error. 
Type of Disbursement System 

Unfortunately, j J^nly a small number of students sampled 
attended institutions administering Basic Grants under the ADS: a 
total of 1.3 percent of recipients from our sample . • For this 
small sample we were unable to detect' any significant differences 
in the ratfc of student error than for students^attending Regular 
Disbursement System [RDS] institutions. Due to the nature of ADS 
central disbursement, however, we were able to document actual^ 
disbursements to only two of these students because the schools 
they attended voluntarily kept records of BEOG disbursements." Of 
,the 29^ ADS schools in our s^ple, 25 did not keep, records of 
central BEOG disbursements made to their students by ED. 
Additionally, interview dat^ suggest that ADS payments are often 
held up ^pending the resolution of application problems*, including 
validation. Delays in disbursements appear to extend over a 
relatively large part of . the academic year, making verification 
of program accuracy difficult. 

Institutions Collecting IRS Forms * \ , 

" : — ; ■ •* 

A relatively small, but possibly growing, proportion • of 
institutions routinely . collect copies of IRS tax returns from 
students receiving financial aid. Seventy institutions visited/ 
or 23 percent of our sample, reported such routine collection. 
Given the importance of this form in documenting or verifying ^ 
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students' eligibility for .aid, we hypothesized that collecting 
IRS forms reduces the incidence of student error. As Figure 5-8 
indicates, however;/.' this 'hypothesis is not' supported by our 
findings. "No significant differences were found in either stu- 
dent or institution «errOr . , Although there is evidence that AG I 
errors ^ire rarely large <at either kind^of school (of the students 
for whom we had hard documentation to verify SER data, only 10 
percent, had AGIs that differed by more than $500 from the AGIs on 
their* &ERs) , the finding ,of no difference may be viewed by some 
as a surprising result. We believe it may also be somewhat mis- 
leading.' The result is clearly not to be interpreted as, implying 
the usel&ssness of institutional 1040 checks. 

'There are several specific confounding factors \hat make 
these particular institutional data 'of limited use for policy 
decisions regarding 'the 1040 checks. First, the^^ch^oLs_J:hat 
collect the forms do not seem to be examining them as closely as 
would be ideal (or would be done' by a central processor under a 
revised BEOG delivery system). Second, the schools requiring the 
forms may have - had especially wide err^r rates to begin with. 
Such schools may be instituting tax form requirements to reduce 
their errors , to more typical levels (i.e., to the levels of most 
of the schoqls not; requiring the forms). Third, institutions may 
be requiring *TRS forms - but using them only tor verify awards of 
Campus-bas$d funds. Fourth, it should* be , remembered that the def- 
inition of error used in this report is largely based on tax 
forms as verifying information, so ft^ving tax form 'data is 



DO NOT COLLECT 
COLLECT IRS FORMS . IRS FORMS 
(Sample N = 801) (Samp.le N .-' 3,283) 



Total Disbursement Discrepancies 
All .Under a wards 

Percent with .d i sc re pa nc i es; 

Mean discrepancies 
All Overawards 

Percent with discrepancies 

Mean discrepancies 



.23% 
^$330 

51% 
$463 



: 21% 
-$228 

50%' 
$445 



Institution Error 
Underawards 
Percent with discrepancies 
Mean discrepancies 
Overawards- 
Percent with discrepancies 
Mean discrepancies 




16% 
-$215' 

' 26% 
$430 . 



Student Error 
Underawards . 

Percent with discrepancies 

Mean discrepancies 
Overawards 

Percent with discrepancies 

Mean discrepancies 



11% 
-$260- 

30%~ 
$391 



9% 

-$222 . 

28% 
$400 - 



"55 



Sum of Total Award 1 * 

Discrepancies in dollars 
Percent of net error 
Percent of recipient population 



$ 72 M 
18% 
19% ' 



$330 M 
82% 
81% 



FIGURE 5-8 

DISBURSEMENT DISCREPANCIES AT 
INSTITUTIONS COLLECTING IRS FORMS ROUTINELY 
AND INSTITUTIONS NOT COLLECTING THE FORMS 
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artif actually correlated with error in the study."* Fifth, tax 
forms are not currently the official source of AG I data for the 
program, and not .all students have the fQrms or have their awards 
based on them, so institution-level' data do not provide an ade- , 
quate test of the usefulness of the forms for corrective action 
purposes by ED policymakers. 

4 

Institutional Validation 

Figure 5-9^ compares disbursement discrepancies for institu- 
tions which conduct their own institutional validation (54 per- 
cent of our sample) in addition to the procedures mandated by ED 
for selected Basic Grant recipients. As in the case of^ institu- 
tions collecting IRS forms, there is no clear preliminary\ evi- 

\ 

dence that institutional validation procedures have any impact on 
^student or total award error. However, this analysis is blurred 
by the fact that substantial student error may be caused by inac- 
curate SER data items, that are not verified* through standard val- 
idation procedures. 'There is, on the -other hand, a Small differ- 
ence in the incidence of institution error associated with insti- 
tutional validation. Schools which independently validate some 
Basic Grant recipients commit fewer errors *(a total of 36 percent 
disbursement error for institutions with their own validation 
system versus a 54 percent rate for the remainder). Overall, 
however, there was only an 8 percent difference in the proportion 
of students with any award error for institutions with their own 

validation (70 percent) and 4hose institutions not validating on 

x 

their own (78 percent). Analysis indicates student error was 
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INSTITUTIONAL 
VALIDATION 
(Sample N = 2,697) 


NO INSTITUTIONAL 

VALIDATION 
(Sample. N = 1,387) 


Total. Disbursement Discrepancies 
All Underawards 

♦ Percent with discrepancies % 
Mean discrepancies 

All Overawards 
Percent with- discrepancies* 
Mean discrepancies 

• - v 

Institution Error 
Underawards 

Percent with discrepancies 

Mean discrepancies 
Overawards 

Percent with discrepancies 

Me.an discrepancies' 


fit 
-$241 

47% 
$447 

' 14% 
-$219 

22% 
$437 


* 

22% ' 
. -$262 

55% 
- $45k 

20% 

r$268 

$447 


Student Error t 
Underawards \ 

Percent with discrepancies 

Mean discrepancies 
Overawards "* 

Percent with discrepancies . 

Mean discrepancies 


10% 
-$235 

.29% 
$401 


7% " 
-$218 

■ .*. 27% ^ 
$391 

•> 


Sum* of Total Award 


\ 


V 


Discrepancies i^n dollars * 


$248 M 


'$154 M 


Percent of net 'error 


62% 


. 38% 


Percent of recipient population 
m 


66%- 


34% 


FIGURE 5-9 


8 

f 



DISBURSEMENT DISCREPANCIES AT INSTITUTIONS 
CONDUCTING AND NOT CONDUCTING INSTITUTIONAL VALIDATION 
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slightly higher at_ institutions performing their own validation 
(39 percent as opposed to 34 percent), leading to the hypothesis 
£hat at least^some^ institutional validation is instigated by 
perceived problems with the accuracy of BEOG application data or 
knowledge that the institution has- eXror-prone students. 

h selective analysis of error .drf f erfences, between institu- 
tions which reported they validate all Basic Grant recipients and 

* 4 

institutions that validate only selected students . showed no dif- 
ference in the incidence or average amount of .either institu- 
tional or student error. These data are not adequate for conclu- 
sions about the efficacy of more intensive validation as an ED 
policy move, however, . because of .the unknown precipitating fac- 
tors behind institutions choosing to validate n\03?e intensively 
+, t 

and. because of the differences in the kinds of added validation 
conducted. 

It may be\ for exarrfple, that schools with greater validation 
efforts are pursuing that tactic to lower extraordinarily high 
initial error rates, and the additional validation may actually 
be working to normalize error levels at those schools. Until 
further work is undertaken, no firm conclusions on the value of 
added validation may^be made . As a start , the additional anal- 
ysis discussed in Chapter 7, comparing document data with SER 
data found in student files, sheds some light on whether institu- 
tions are actually carrying validation procedures to their full 
conclusion. \ 
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. A c Chapter 7 also reviews the importance of BEOG validation for 
he recipients in our sample. ^ \ 
Other Institutional Procedures A 

Other analyses of institutional characteristics performed to 
discover causes for, institutional error included: 

• The impact of OS FA training on the incidence of BEOG 

error , < 

4 

a • The impact of who calculates BEQG awards (profession- 
^ als, students, clericals) on the presence of error - 

m Discrepancies in error between quarter .and semester 
schools \" " 

r 

a 

m The impact of an automated system for checking enrol- 
lment and calculating awards on the presence of error 

Figure 5-10 suggests that ' attendance at OS^A training work- 
shops has little effect on reducing error in the BEOG program. 
While the table shows an inverse relationship between ' attending 
workshops and institutional error . at larger schools (those with 
more than 3 financial aid officers), there is a very low level of 
student error at the larger schools where 75* percent or more of 

the FAOs have attended training. Because AEP/FAT, error obscures 
J 



our e^ fo gfcs to relate causes of error to institutional character- 
istics thes~e findings as a whole are not easy to interpret. It 
does appear, however, that the workshops have some positive 
effect on reducing student error. Perhaps training programs' 
place greater emphasis on student application aspects of the BEOG 

program than on proper calculation and disbursement procedures. 

» i 
In our analysis we cpmpared institutions where only profes- 
sionals calculate awards, those where professionals and others 



9 . 5.37 161 

ir « < 



i 

■ ERROR FOR STUDENTS -WHO ATTEND INSTITUTIONS 
WITH MORE, THAN THREE FINANCIAL AID OFFICERS 


• 

' FEWER THAN 25% 
INCIDENCE OF ERROR * ATTENDED TRAINING 


75% OR MORE ' 
ATTENDED TRAINING 


f 4 

Tptal Error 65.3% 


64.3% 


Institution Error 9.0% 


3S|.1% 


Student Error 57.9% * ' 

* 


31.4% 
• 

•> 


• — ' m ■ 

ERROR FOR STUDENTS WHO ATTEND INSTITUTIONS 

WITH THREE OR FE.WER FINANCIAL AID 'OFFICERS * 


: ^ Np -FAOS 
INCIDENCE OF ERROR "ATTENDED TRAINING 


AT LEAST ONE FAO 
ATTENDED TRAINING 


" «' 

Total Error / / 60.0% 


— r— y 

/■ 

' 70. -7% 


r ' * 

Institution Error - 32.0* < m 

a 

Student Error * s . 38>8% " 


42 ..8% 


38.2% 



f ' » • 



< f 



FIGURE 5-10 

.RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN OSFA TRAINING AND BEOG ERROR 



calculate awards, and those where only clerical staff, students, 
ariSL nonprofessionals calqulate awards. No significant differ- 
ences in either student or institutional error among any of these 
categories resulted. 

The only significant difference found in our comparison pf 
error betWeen semester and quarter-term schools was a lower inci- 
dence of institutional underaward at semester schools. This is 
probably because final disbursements jhad either not been made or 
had not been recorded on the booXs of sortie quarter-t^rm schools 
at^the time of our spring data collection. 

\ Finally, schools that administer aspects of the BEOG pro- 
gram by computer showed absolutely no differences in levels of 

■4 

error firom institutions which operate on a manual basis. 1 

. V 



^The reader interested in learning more details about the four 
analyses described in # this final • section of t;he chapter is urged 
to refer to the appendices of this Volume. These appendices pro- 
* vide" a wealth of potentially useful descriptive information on 
, > these and other topics. This information was not included in .the 
t main body* of 'the report for reasons of readability arid flow. 
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CHAPTER "6 



ERROR-PRONE PROFILING 



In this chapter we examine recipient character- 
istics related to student eripr* and the Characteristics 
of school^ related to j institution error. From the 
former we> hope to hi able to ' identify students most 
likely tq, be in error so/ that targeted corrective 
actiqns, such as validation, can be employed. From the 
latteir we similarly hope to * identify institutional 
characteristics rela£s« to error so that targeted 
corrective .actions, ; such as program review, can be 
useid. % 

Through the use of a sequential search algorithm 
called Automatic Interaction- -Detector [AID], we have 
split the nonvalidated Basic Grant recipients in our 
sample into 20 'exhaustive ■ and mutually exclusive' 
groups. Within each group recipients had similar, 
identifiable- application data; By ranking these groups 
in order of average net student error per recipient, we 
can construct a priority order for validation. The 
results yielded: * 

. 

l!> Identification of 2 percent of the 

recipients who had ov£r 7 percent - v 
of student error 



Identification of 20 percent of the 
recipients who had over 50 percent 
of the 'error 

Identification of 53 percent of the 
• recipients who had over 80 percent 
of the error 

• Identification of 2 percent of the 
recipients who had an \average net 
student e^ror of over $370 

\ 

• Identification of , about 5; percent 

of the recipients whojhad an aver- 9 
age net student error of over $261 % ' 

^n addition to the AID technique, we employed 
linear regression jtq relate family characteristics to 
error \ We found: ♦ 

The higher a recipient 1 s family 
AGI, nontaxable income, ' assets, or 



own income , the higher the esti- 
mated student error. 

• Conversely, the larger the house- 
hold t size or number in college, the 
lower the estimated student error ♦ 

• Independent recipients have a lower 
average award error than dependent 
recipients . 

Linear regression techniques were used to identify 
characteristics of schools related to institutional 
error v Our results showed: 

• Private four-year schools had a 
significantly lower institutional 
award error per recipient' than pub-,, 
lie four-year schools . 

• Public two-year " and proprietary 
schools had a significantly higher 
institutional award error per reci- 
pient than public four-year 
schools . 

• Institutions that administer their 

own validation systems have a 'sig- 
nif icantly lower absolute average 

* institutional award error y "than 

those schools which do not. 
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IDENTIFICATION OF ERROR-PRONE RECIPIENTS FOR FURTHER VALIDATION 

Currently, Pi^e^Established Criteria [PEC] seledt about '7 
percent of Basic Grant applications for validation, by financial 
aid officers. The issue we address in this section is the iden- 
tification of error-prone recipients who were not already 
selected for validation. If we can identify these groups, using 
application data, we can then establish a priority for further or 
additional validation by quantifying the relationship between 
additional validation and error potentially removably. 

It woulcj have been desirable . to develop error-prone profil- 

* y 

ing for all applicants, but this is beyond our present capabi- 
lity since our sampling was restricted to the universe of ^recip- 
ients as of fall 1980. 

Thus, the analysis to follow, is restricted lh at least two 

ways: 

• Analysis only applies to recipients: 

• Potential predictors are restr^ted to application 
data. 

For this phase of our analysis, we employed • the sequential 
selection algorithm of the ( AutQmatic Interaction Detector [AID] 
program developed by the Institute for 'Social * Research a't the 
University of Michigan. Since this procedure is intended to 
build models, its results should be treated as tentative until we 
are able to validate the model against an independent data base* 
Nevertheless r the AID approach ia - a tested, state-of-the-art 
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technique in Federal- and state agencies needing to detect error 
in individuals 1 applications for government funds, 

^ The discussion here reviews the . preliminary results of error 
profiling using only application* data as potential predictors and 
recipient cases which were not selected for validation. The cri- 
terion or- dependent variable used ^in error profiling is student 

error. The, precise definition of student error has already been 

» 

presented in Chapter 1. 

Data Consisted of approximately 3,200 records of Basic Grant 

i 

recipients who had not been selected for validation.* For each 
recipient the file contains data from the application (as 
recorded on computed applicant records), the student and parent 
questionnaires, IRS copies of income tax records, property tax 
assessors' offices, financial institution records, and' SRAs. 
Many of these data items are used to calculate the best verified 
student award which is. the standard against which error is 
calculated. 

The list of potential predictors was restricted to the set 
of data elements available on the application. This was done 

because the original motivation for this effort was to develop 

■* * » 

new PECs for selecting the applicants for validation, and the 

selection would have to be based on only the data elements actu- 
ally on the application. Some application * data elements were 
elifnina&ed a (priori since they were not expected to have predic- 
tive power, Ae^Ting the following 36 potential predictors: 

# Dependency status (independent or dependent student) 
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4 

• Age of recipient 

• Net income of the household 

• The portion of income earned by the father or indepen- 
dent student 

• Unusual medical expenses (dollars and percentage above 
20 percent of net income )* | 

* 

• Taxes paid by the parents or* independent student 

• Savings of the parents or independent student 

• Net assets of dependent students 
#1 Home value 

• Home, equity 

• Value of investment assets 

• Net equity of investment assets 

«* 

• Value of business or farm 

• Net equity in business or farm" 

• Net family assets f 

• Transaction number for the SER 

• Household size 

• - Number of dependents ^tending postsecondary institu- 

tions * | 

• Whether or not tax figures are estimated 

• Whether tax returns were assumed to have been filed 

• Number of exemptions 

• Adjusted gross income 

• Social Security income 

• Nontaxable 1 income, other^ than Social Security 

* — * — 

Dependent student's own income 

• Student's marital status 
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• Parents ' marital status 

• Value of itemized deductions for 1979. 
Student's age 

• Value of initial SEI 

• Whether student lived with parents in 1979 

• Whether student lived with parents in 1980 

• Whether student was claimed as an exemption on 
parents 1 1979 income tax return 

• Whether student was* claimed as an exemption on 
parents 1 1980 income tax return 

• Whether student received $750 in support from parents 
* in 1979 

• Whether student received $750 in support from parents 
in 1980 0 

The AID model evaluates each predictor with respect to its 

ability to form two separate groups very different from each 

other m with respect to the level of error. After finding that 

predictor which yields this best split, the process is repeated 

on each of £the two new groups. The process continues until one 

of three^events occurs: 

• 'Newly formed groups have fewer than 25 observations. 
m There are over 40 groups. 

• The best split does not improve prediction power 
enough, i.e., resulting between-group sum of squares is 
less than .2 percent of total sum of squares. 

The analysis described here resulted in a set of 39 groups, 

20 of which are final groups. . Thesfe 20 final groups are mutually 

exclusive and exhaustive, whereas the 19 other groups represent, 



combinations of these 20 final groups.. Fourteen of the 36 potent 
* tial predictors are, utilized in defining * the final groups. 

p ^.Figure &-1 displays the average net. errors and group sizes 
for the 19 final groups. Group '35 has the highest average error, 
an overpayment of $381, * and group 38 has the lowest average 
error, an underpayment of $151., 

m f Since AID solutions involve ^interactions among the predic- 

; ° . v 

tors, it is difficult to describe or assess the substantive 
nature of the output as would be the c^se with regression analy- 
sis. • The entire search sequence is diagrammed in Figure 6-2, 
where each box represents 1 of the 39 groups • Entries in the box 
include average dollar error (X), group size (N), and the vari- 
able which is used to further split the group. The values of the 

variable which define the .next group are indicated on the! con— 

* 

necting lines. 

The first split was imposed to separate independent from 
dependent students. This was done because of the fundamental 
differences between these two groups and beqause the predictor 
variables take on somewhat different meanings for each of these 
groups . 1 . ' 

p Independent students , group 3 , are then split based on the 

portion of income earned by the student. At ' the next level, 1 
independent students are split according to whether or not tax 
data supplied on the application was -from a filed tax return. 
Finally, age of student was used to split *t the fifth level. 

•i 1 

r 
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GROUP r CUMULATIVE NUMBER , CUMULATIVE NUMBER 

NUMBER NET ERROR NET ERROR % -OF CASES OF CASES % 



35 $381 

9 r 

21 _ . 371 

33 ^330 
' 29 307 ^, 



37 261 ' 



31 226 
34 * 224 



32 16& r 



24 151 

26 ' 141 

28/ 98 

f 

30 98 

\ 

1Z I ,86 

; 20" I 85 

39 63 

r 

18 , 48 

8 . .38 

36 • 38 



16 21 

r 

■ -151 



4.1 


,31 


1.0. 

*• 


7.9 


29 


■1.9 


10.8 


25 


2.7 


rl4.6 


36 . 


3.8 


19.4 


* 53 


5. 5 


24.6 


65 ^ 


7.5 


32.7 


104 


10.7 


40.2 


135 


15. 0 


- 50.1 


188 

' / 


20. 8 


56.3 


/ 

125 / 


24.7 


59.3 


89 / - 


.27.5 


€5.5 , 


179 / ' 


33. 1 


78.0 


419 


46. 2 


r 84.6 


223 / * 


53.2 


85.2 


25 


54.0 


89.1 
96.5 


,231 

/ 

5^0 • ' 

/' 


61. 2 
78.7 


96. ^ 


^ 25 


79.5 


101.4 • / 


629 


99. 2 


100.0 ( 


27. 


100. 0 
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AVERAGE NET STUDENT ERROR AND GROUP SIZES 
* , , FOR FINAL . GROUPS 



J 



X - 90 
N ■ 3198 
STATUS 



Otptndent 



X « 97 
N m 2065 
Texts Pt»d 



Ovtf $500 





4 








y . si 






N - 884 









7 - 132 
N - 1181 
Number in Cottage 



$10,000 or Uu 



Ovtf $10,000 



1 
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Net Household Assets 



X - 189 
N - 78 
Number Of Extmptions 



16 



$20,000 or Uss | Ov«< $20,000 

I — 



0v»t 5 



X » 21 
N - 629 
FINAL 



X - 98 
N - 614 
Initial SEI 



5 or Uss 



1200 or Uss I Ovtr 1200 



X » 98 
N*» 177 
Initial SEI 



Ovtf 300 



X m 261 
N - 53 
FINAL 



36 



X - 38 
N - 25 
FINAL 



X • 128 
N - 383 
Nat Household 
Assets 



900 or Uss 



22 



X - -48 
N - 52 » 
Homt Equity 



Ovtf $30,000 I SJU.i 

j : ' — 



X - 169 
N - 125 
Adjust td 
Gross Income 



$15,000 or Uss | Ovtf $15,000 
J 



18 



X - 48 
N • 231 
FINAL 



SttjOOOtr Lm 




X - 187 
N - 160 
Adjusted 
Gross Income 



30 



X - 98- 
N - 179 
FINAL 



• -151 
N - 27 
FINAL 



uOO or Uss 

3_ 



39 



X - 63 
N - 25 
FINAL 



$10,000 or Uss | Ovtf $10,000 

I — 



OwrfUJOO 



$12400 tr Lm 



X - 98 
N » 89 
FINAL 



29 



X - 307 
N - 36 
FINAL 



X - 160 
N - 135 
FINAL 



X • 330 
N - 25 
FINAL 



v- 



Two or Mori 



$2,000 or Less | 



X 



X m 132 
N - 244, 
Horn* Value 



98- 
179 



X - 226 
N * 65 
FINAL 



Independent 



Ovar $2,000 



X - 197 
N - 323 
Initial SEI 





1 






3 X . 


76 






N » 


1133 






Income Portion Of 
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FIGURE 6-2 • 
DIAGRAM OF AID SEQUENTIAL SEARCH SOLUTION 
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Dependent students, group 2, were split on taxes paid at the 
second level. Splits at the third Level- utilize^- business/farm 
value and the number of children in college-. Fourth level splits 
were based on net household assets/ number of tax Exemptions, 
initial values of SEIs, and taxes paidL „ Initial eligibility 
indexes and net household assets appear again as fifth level 
split variables along with home values. At ;the last level of 

splits, AGI, home equity and* whether or not student will receive 

I 

$750 in support during 1981 were utilized. Complete definitions 

> 

of the 19 final groups are presented in Figure 6-3*. 

The importance of variables may be reflected by the order in* 
which* they first enter the model, as follows: 

r 

Taxes paid * 
Number in College 
Income Portion qf Father/Student 
Value of Business or Farm 
Tax Figures Are Estimated 
Net Household Assets 
Initial SEI 
Age of Student 
* AGI 

Home Value 
$750 Support in lfbo 
^Number of Tax Exemptions 
Home Equity 



1 



i 
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GROUP NUMBER 
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35 
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rtafi^n riant 

u B pvnyvni 


kh^^mi {ueii« 


i/epenoeni 


Dependent 
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i The groups formted by the AID model can be used to plot- the 
relationship between total net. error potentially removable and 
required number- of additional validations. This estimated rela- • 
tionship expressed in percentage terms -is depicted in Figure 6-4. 
, Its cpnstruction is described in the following, paragraph. 

First, the groups are ranked by size of error .(as depicted 
earlier in Figure % 6-1 )." Then , total net error f6r each group is 
calculated by multiplying average group error- by. group size. 
Then> the cumulative group* si'zes and total * net error are calcu- 
lated, expressed as percentages, and used to plot the points in 
the figure. 

If Group 35 (about 1 percent of all nonvalidated students) 
was selected for additional validation, about ' 4 percent of 
student error could potentially be removed. Selection of g^bups 
35, 27, 33, 29, and 3 7/ .which together account for 5.5 percent of 
■ nonvalidated students, could potentially expose 19.4 percent of 
cumulative net' error. Since the graph depicts an increasing 
slope, gains to additional validation become lower as additional 

students are selected. As npted earlier, this relationship is 

• . ' i . ✓ 

based on total student error potentially t removable* and thus^\ 

. overstates , error likely to be removed. - It is unlikely thaft the 

error uncover-ed by the ^multif aceted 'field work utilized in this 

research study /wquld be removed by the validation procedures 

> 



currently in use. if 
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FIGURE 6-4 



"LORENZ CURVE" FROM £RROR-PRONE PROFILING 



■ REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF STUDENT AND INSTITUTION ERROR USING VERI - 
FIED APP LICANT AND INSTITUTION DATA ' : 

rr- 1 

This section presents the results of several simple regres- 
sion model^ developed, to explain error in the Basic Grant 
program. The AID model described earlier in this chapter 
attempted to identify error-prone populations using only the 
information available on student applications in order to devekfop 
a more effective . method for selecting applications ,for yalida- 
tion. In contrast, the purpose of constructing the regression 
models was to determine the significant factors' contributing to 
aaward errors. We therefore used the ^best possible information^ 
available, whatever it^ source, ,in the estimation of th& tegres- 
sion equations,. 

In determining the .significant explanatory _ factors for a- 
, given dependent variable, ^regression analysis has important 
advantages when compared to the- statistical analyses utilized in 
earlier sections or chapters of this report. Bivariate techni- 
ques stich as cross-tabulations and simple .correlations because 

they only jneasure the relationship between the dependent variable 

S ' . I ' . 

and one explanatory variable and ignore the possible effects of 

other explanatory variables, can produce misleading results in 

certain situations. Reg^ssibn' -equations avoid this problem by 

measuring the effect of an explanatory variable on the dependent 

variably taking into' account the values of other explanatory 

variables. Aid analysis ' is useful in identifying error-prone 

groups^t^ut it does not • projvid'e a method, for determining the 

relative importance of each of the explanatoty factors. Because 



of these advantages., regression analysis was felt to be an 

appropriate supplemental technique for investigating the fac- 
« 

tors leading- to error in the Basic Grant program. 

% Two separate analyses were performed using regression equa- 
tions. These two analyses were to explain institutional award 
error and student award error, respectively. As seated previ- 
ously, the analyses were conducted using the most accurate data 
Available) for eacti variable, not simply the data available to 
processors or institutions. The explanatory variables, were 
selected based on bivariate* analysis and the AID results. When 
these techniques * indicated significant relationships between 
these variables and the dependent variables, the variables were 
chosen as explanatory factors for the regression analyses. The 
regression analyses 'did not include students found to be categor- 
ically ineligible because this is essentially^ random phenomenon 
of an edther-or nature. * The equations 'weffi estimated using 
Ordinary Least S.quaires [OLSl techniques and were weighted* to 
represent all Basic Grant recipients. t j . 

In both equations the absolute value of * award, error . Was, used 
as the dependent variable. This approach was chosen bec&uae both' 
overawards and underawards are misallocations of reaources and 
therefore of theoretically equal program importance.. -In addi- 
tion, if certain explanatory variables are associated, with both 
larger positive ^nd negative award errors," this, relationship can 
only be estimated using the absolute value of award error as the 
dependent, variable. If net award error* is used as the dependent 
variable- instead/ theVi /the estimates produced by the regression 



equation will not indicate a Relationship between such an expla- 
natory variable and award error. 

Regression models were developed -which related the absolute 
value of institutional award error (as the dependent^ variable) _to 
the type and control of the institution, whether the institution 
had its own 4 validation system and/or required students to submit 
tax forms, whether the institution checked a student's enrollment 
status before making a disbursement, and how often the institu- 
tion checked disbursements. All of these ^explanatory variables 
were categorical and *were converted into dummy variables (i.e., 
variables having only two possible values,- zero and one). The 
estimated results of this analysis are presented in Figure 6-5. 
Private fou^r-year schools were estimated to have a signifi- 

4 

cantly lower absolute average institutional award error and 

public two-year and proprietary schools a significantly higher 

/ 

/ 

'^a&solute average institutional^ award error than four-year public 
schools. In^a3a±tiQn^/ it appears that institutions *that adminis- 
ter their own validation .system or check enrollment status before 
making disbursements have a significantly lower absolute average 
institutional award error than institutions that do not folibV 
these practices. The strQnge^t finding pertained to proprietary 
schools. 'These schools may very well engage in practices causing 
substantially higher absolute average, institutional award error 
than other schools. Alternatively,, as suggested in Chapter 5, 
'the finding may only reflect the more complicated award calcula- 



tion required for proprietary schools. 
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4-YR. 2 


PUBLIC 
2-YR. 2 


PRIVATE 
2-YR. 2 
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TARY 2 


OWN 
VALIDAT. 2 


USE TAX* 
FORM 2 
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40 
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-39 
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-39 


6 .10 


(13*) 4 


(4*) 


. (6*) 


(1) 


(.17*) 


17*) 


(0) 


(5*) 


(1) 
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Jjhe Intercept represents the estimated average institutional award error for students attend- 
ing a public four-year institution which does not administer 1ts'6wn validation system, require 
students to submit tax forms, chepk enrollment, or check disbursements. Such an Institution is ' 
the comparison category for the analysis. < 

2 TKe values In'the columns (the coefficients) represent the estimated difference 1rf the abso- 
lute value of average institutional award error between students attending Institutions not 
represented 1n the category and students attending Institutions, represented 1n the category. 

3 The R 2 represents corrected R-Square, a measure of the goodness of fit of the model correcting 
for the number of degrees of freedom 1n the equation. An R 2 of .10 Indicates a total of 10 percent 
of the varlatlolMn the dependent variable 1s explained by the explanatory variables 1n the equation. 

4 The asterisk Indicated* significant relationship between this variable and the dependent variable • 
at the 99 percent confidence level. Parentheses are used for t statistics. 
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FIGURE 6-5 

RESULTS OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS 
OF INSTITUTIONAL AWARD ERROR 



1 



SG 



The model shows a relatively^iow explanatory power, as evi- 
denced by the corrected R-Square of only .10 (a figure of between 
.20 and .30 is considered reasonable for individual cross-section 
data).l This vindicates either that there were important 
♦explanatory variables omitted from the equation or that institu- 
tional award error is es-sentially a random or institution- 
specific process that cannot be explained using our existing 
analytical categories. In an attempt to increase , the explanatory 
power of the mpdel, student characteristics and the disbursement 
level were added to the equation as explanatory variables. This 
had little appreciable effect on the model. 

The analysis of absolute average student award error pro- 
1 ; ... 

ceeded in a, similar fashion to the analysis of institutional 

award error. The explanatory variables consisted of AGI, student 

income for dependent students, assets, home value, household 

ze, number of persons in college, nontaxable income, andP 

dependency status. The estimated results for this equation are 

presented in Figure 6-6. 

The Results indicate that the higher a student's family kd, 

own income, assets, nontaxable, income , ^ 6r homes value, the higher 

the estimated student award error — and the larger the household, 

size or number, in college, "the lower the estimated student award 

error. * In addition, independent students appear t6 have a lower 

\ 

^Thfe corrected^ R-Square isi a measure ^of the percentage of the 

variation in the dependent variable that is explained by the 

ex|*iaQatory variables. In this equation, only 10 percent of the 

variation, in • institutional aw&rd error was captured *by the 
explanatory variables used*. % * 
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142 
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0.003 


-22 
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-27 
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(18*), 


. (8*) 


(6*) • 


(11*) 
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'(8*) 
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i These variables were estimated as continuous -variables meaning that the coefficients (values 
in the columns) represent the estimated change in the dependent variable corresponding .to a 
one-unit change in the explanatory variable. 

dependency status -is a dummy variable coded "0" for dependent students and "1" for indepen- 
dent students. The coefficient -27 represents the estimated difference in absolute average 
student award error between dependent and independent student's "(TTeTT independents have $27 
less award error, in the context ofgfhe 'model specified.) ^W*M« : * . 

3 The R 2 represents corrected R-Square, a» measure of the goodness of fit of the model correct- 
ing for the number of degrees of freedom in the equation. An R 2 of .23 indicates, a total of 
23 percent of the variation in the .dependent variable is explained by the explanatory variables 
in the equation. 

4 The asterisk indicates a significant relationship between this variable and the' dependent 
variable at the 95 percent confidence level. Parentheses are used for t statistics. 
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RESULTS OP REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF STUDENT AWARD ERROR 
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student award error than dependent students. The corrected* 
R-Square of .23 seems to suggest the equation is a relatively 
good representation of the origins of student award error. 

' These results are nevertheless not nepessarily indicative of 
a causal relationship, between the explanatory characteristics 
being considered, and student award error. It is quite liXely 

that what the regression equation most powerfully estimates is 

\ 

the* relationship between the Basic Grant award formula and stu- 
dent award error. A broad spectrum of students commit errors oh 



individual data items (see -Chapter 3), but only for some students 
will these errors result in erroneous awards. For example, very 

4 f 

poor students can maXe large errors on several application items 
and still receive a correct maximum award. / * 

'-There are several indications that the regression results 
are , reflecting this relationship ^between the award formula and 
student award error. 'The positive relationship between AGI , 
assets, student income, home value, and- nontaxable . income, on the 
one hand, and student award error, on the other, ntay be due to 
the fact that the higher the values for these explanatory vari- 
ables, the greater the impact on student award ertor for any" 
application item error. Similarly, ^ the negative relationship of 
household size and the number of persons in college with student 
award" error may be caused by the fact that the higher the values 
Sor these explanatory variables, the smaller the impact cm stu- 
dent award' error for any application, item error. PinallV/ the 
result that independent students have lower student award error 
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than dependent students may reflect the fact that 'independent 
students have lower incomes, and, therefore, any application item 
error will, not affect student award error as greatly. ^ * 

The ^conclusiort regarding the* regression analysis must there- 
fore be a cautious one." The results do provide guidelines as to 
the relative relationships of a number^of institutional ,and^ stu- 
dent*' characteristics to award errors, but the difficulty of 
assessing these relationships independent of the Basic Grant for- 
mula *and other ppnfouriding factors lessens the immediate policy 
usefulness of these findings. 
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CHAPTER 7 



BEOG VALIDATION 



One jnethod used by OSFA .to increase the accuracy 
of application data • is validation — a process in which a 
sample of applicants is selected and certain data items 
are verified by financial aid office personnel. 'Our* 
study showed: * 

• Recipients flagged for v^litiation 
in our sample displayed an average 
increase in tVieir §EIs of almost 16 „ . 
* f points between the time they were 
flagged for validation * and their 
final corrections . In contrast, 
those in our sample not flagged for 
validation showed an average 
decrease in their SlEIs-'of almost 36 
points . * Thus , those flagged for 
validation tended to decrease tl\air 
eligibility while those not flagged 
tended to increase their eligibil- 
ity throughout the year v 

k ' 

• Seventy-four percent of- recipients " 

who were flagged for validation h^d 
no change .in SEI because pf .it. 6y 
contrast, 92 percent of recipients & 
not flagged for validation had no 
change in SEI. 

^ Considerable erx'or Remained with t 
recipients even after validation. 
An estimated $146 j.n absolute award 
discrepancy due to student error 
per validated* student was found. / 

The average absolute award discre- 
- pancy /due to student error was $112- 
for ^recipients r^tfdomly fJLajjgedjfQr 
validation. The average j^bsolute^ 
. award discrepancy due. to student 
error was $135 _fpr \ recipierrts. not 
flagged for validation. '> This .,$2*3 
average improvement ♦ is one measure 
of fche positive but limited ef fee 
<pf validation Qn reducing' stuetefit 
efrror J v , "* . 




B AC KQ ROUND " 

The purpose of this chapter *is to assess the effectiveness of 

the 'existing validation system, v Validation was instituted to 

reduce the. level of error in self^reported application iterps* 

which affect the size of the students grant and eligibility.'" 

Validation involves a procedure by which certain application < 

entties are verified by financial aid* office personnel for 

» 

selected applications. Applications are selected for one of two' 
reasons. First, some applications are randomly/ selected , using a 
sequential sampling rule, i.e., every nth application is selected 
until a maximum number is reached. Second, applications satis fyx 
ing •Pre-Established Criteria [PEC] are selected, for validation. - 
These criteria were designed* to select application's thought to 
have high probabilities of being in error, d pn the bas.is of exper- 
ience and logical considerations . 

Not all applications satisfying the PEC, however, ,are 
selected for validation^ Each criterion has an established 
ceiling. Once the number of applications ^selected for validation 
using that criterion reaches the ceiling, no further .applications 
are selected for validation (as a -general rule). Thus, the 
chance of being selected diminishes as the funding year proceeds. 

An applicant who has been selected for validation is required 
to prbvide the financial aid officer documented proof for the 
following items: ... 

» - 

• Dependency s±atus . . 
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AGI ' 
Federal* income taxes paid 
Household size 

Number in college v * > ' ^ s 

Other nontaxable income 

9 Dependent applicant's income % 

Optionally, proof may be required for the following items*: 

Medical &nd dental expenses . 

Elementary and high school tuition 

Veterans educatiQnal* benefits * * 

* - — 

Social Security benefits . , . 

• * * f ' * ' * 1 * 

' * The adet officer compares the documents with the values of 

' the application ' items (as . shown' on the SER) and determines 
* ^ «. * 

Whether 4 the differences exceed established tolerances. If the 

; *> ^. \ « 

differences are within tolerances, payment can be made„ to the 

student. If not, *.the student must 'submit , corrections to -the cen- 

, "* • . % 

tral # processor for* recomputation of the eligibility index. If 

thS dase is somewhat -unclear , the aid officer is allowed . a degree 

of discretion in determining the dispensation of the case. ^ 

' ■ Established tolerances clo not allow any change in dependency 

- ' ' f • 

status^ household size, applicant's savings/afesets, or number • in 

college. Any discrepancies which would not raise an original SEI 

above zero are considered to be within tolerate. Changes in 

parental assets (or assets 'of independent students who have their 

own dependents) which do not raise net^ asset value above $25,000 

or which do not change net as-sets by over $1,000 are also within 

s 
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tolerance. For independent students the tolerance is $100 on net 
assets. Tolerances ori parental income values are $500 on each of 
7 components or $500 on effective family income (sum of income 

m 

minus taxes)/ For independent applicant income, the toiarance is 

$100 instead of $500. 

/ s ■ k * 

These/ tolerances are rather wide in that a $5O0 change in 

/ * ' ■ 

parental income .can be associated with an.SEI change ^of nearly 5 f 0 



points , j* If fr this change were cougisd 1 with a $1,000 cljan^e in par- 
*ental ^ssets, together thefy could re$ult,irr an "SEI change of 



over 

/ 



100 points/. Further, inhibitions to the effectiveness of valida- 
tion are the ceilings ijgposed to keep down the number of valida- 

ti*ons which must be performed by financial aid officers. 

/ 
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/EFFECTIVENESS OF VALIDATION 

In. this ' chapter we review thV-^ef fectiveness of validation 
procedures which were in place for the 1980-81 funding year. 
While we would liXe to assess the impact of validation on all 
applicants , this is not possible since our data base is restric- 
ted to fall 1980 recipients.. . v . 

One measure of effectiveness we use is the change in the 
eligibility index measured between two * points in time. The first 
point is when the applicant was selected, for validation; the 
second point ^Ls the most recent transaction on the** central pro- 
cessor 1 s file as of a certain date * This is a proxy gor valida- 
tion induced corrections . It is an imperfect measure since it 
will include all changes — voluntary an>d validation -induced 
changes. 



The second measure of effectiveness is the difference in the 

average disbursement errors between validated and nonvalidated 

i 

recipients. This measure is also imperfect in that it does not 
measure how much error is removed by validation. It measures 
error which remains after validation. 

SEI changes are presented in Figure 7-1 as unweighted arith- 
metic meajis . In all cases, SEI was capped at 1,601 in order to 
measure effective SEI change rather than actual SEI change (this 
limits positive, SEI changes to 1,601)."* The absolute value of the 
SEI changVvqounts all S'EI phanges resulting from validation. The 
net value of SEI change allows offsetting of negative -SEI 'changes 
againstr positive SEI changes. As SEI is increased, payments are 
decreased and greater dollar savings are realized. 

Figure 7-1 presents statistics concerning average change in 

l 

SEI between m selection 4 for validation- and the most recent SER. 
Column 1 shows that for the 1,022 validated cases the average net 
SEI change was a positive 15.9 points. Thus, validated students 

increased their SEIs, which meant they would receive lower 

\ 

grants. Treating increases and decreases as changes^ the average 
absolute change is 81 points. * # 

^Students not subjected to validationVsubmitted corrections 
which decreased their SEIs by nearly 3'6 points, thus increasing 
their grants . The^iyerage absolute change was points. 
Comparing validated and nonvalidated students we see that 
validated students had larger changes and/ c>r mor£ f sequent 
changes since, the average absolute value of changes (81) is 
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FIGURE 7-1 
ABSOLUTE «AND NET EFFECTIVE SEI CHANGE 
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nearly twice **h*£ of nonvalidated students (4^.6). Furthermore, 
cprrectiohs submitted by validated students increased the^tr SEIs 
by points^ffS. 9 .increase + 35.9 decrease) compared to nonval- 
idated students. , „< , 

The right-most three columns of Figure 7-1 disaggregate cor- 
rections into SEI decreases, zero SEI changes, and SEI increases. 
Validated students less often had zero SEI changes (73.8 percent 

> . 

'compared to 92.0 percent). The proportion of validated students 

/ * ' « v 

with SEI increases was nearly 10 times as high as for npnvali- 
dated students (17.1 percent convpared to 1.8 percent): The aver- 
age increases were nearly equal, while decreases on average were 
smaller- for validated students (653.8 rfgf <toon validated compared 
to 357.*4^*£or validated). / 
' Of th£ 26.2 percent of validated students having changes, 65 

percent had increases compared to 23 percent of the 8 percent* of 
the nonvalidated students who had changes. Norival idated students 
with changes were much more likely to have decreases than vali- 
dated students (77.5 pfercent compared to 34.7 percent). 

In summary, validated students are more likely to have SEI 
changes than nonvalidated students, ^arid the change is much mote 
likely to be an increase in SEI . . Overall, . validated students 
increased their SEI by 16 points instead of decreasing the SEI by 
36^points, a difference in corrections behavior which on average 
raises SEIs for validated students 52 points above their nonvali- 
dated counterparts . ' - 
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The bottom two /panels off Figure 7-1 break down the statis- 
tics for aU valida/ted. students by reasons for validation. The 



third panel shows , statistics for students selected randomly, 

« / *y 

whereas panel four;' contains data for students selected for vali- 
dation because of "meeting one or more 6f the PEC. 

A comparison of nonvalidated students (Panel 2) and randomly 
selected students (Panel 3) would assess the, degree to which, 
validation is effective in stimulating corrections when applied 
to similar students. Randomly selected students increased their 
SEIs by 8.2 points compared to the decrease of 35.9 points exper- 
ienced , by nonvalidated students. Randomly selected students had 
changes 20.8 percent of the time compared to only 8 percent for 
nonvalidated students. Of students with changes, randomly vali- 
date^ students were, more liXely to have increases ( 60. 6 ' percent- 
of the time compared to 22.5 percent for nonvalidated students). 
These increases were higher for randomly validated ca'ses, (312.3 
compared to 179.3). Decreases were larger for nonvalidated stu- 
dents (653.8 compared to 366.2). 

In conclusion, it appears that validation itself when 
applied to similar students does result in reducing error and 
lowering payments. % 

PRE-ESTABLISHED CRITERIA 

Contrasting randomly validated cases (Panel 3) with cases 
meeting the PEC 'will address the issue of how well the PEC target 
validation. If they are well designed, they should select cases 
which have larger errors .and thus should show larger * SEI 



increases. This is confirmed by entries in Figure 7-1. SEI 
increases' for randomly selected cases are, about half the level of 
SEI increases for cases meeting the PECs (8.2 percent compared to 
17.2 percent)* Similarly, changes are more likely for • EEC 
selected students (27.2" percent Compared to 20.8 percent) . For 
those with changes, PEC selected students are only slightly mdr^ S 
likely to have increases (66. & percent compared to 60.6 percent). 
.Thus, the- Pre~Established Criteria are marginally more effective 
than random selection. 

The Pre-Established Criteria consist of seven major categor- 
ies labeled A through G. Majfor categqry A is further broken down 

# 

into '21 subcategories: Al through A21. The attached Appendix 
contains a listing of these criteria,. Figure 7-2 presents SEI 
change statistics by reason for selection. 

Condition C — SEI changes over 250 points — -appears* to be most 
effective in that it elicits an average SEI . increase of £4 
points. Next most effective is category A, with an average 
Increase of 22.5. Categories D, E, F, and G had too few occur- 
rences to make any statement concerning their efficacy. Category 
B is similar to category C except that it targets only on recipi- 

, * 

ents who had SEIs over 1,600 (ineligible) at some point and cur- 
rent SEIs lower than 1,351. „ Furthermore , category B shows a 
small SEI decrease* 

9 

The first* factor* to consider in analyzing this data is that 
the sample does na£ include nonrecipier^ts . Therefore, the mean 
SEI change for all validated students (including nonrecipients ) 

- . ; 7-10 * 2Qq - 



* , CATEGORICAL MEAN 

MEAN - DECREASE ■ NO 'CHANGE INCREASE 



A: 



B : 



C: 



D: 



Absolute 

Net 

N 

(%) 



Absolute 

Net 

N 

(%) 



Absolute 

Net 

N 

(%) 



Absolute 

Net 

N 

(%) 

/ 

Absolute 
et 




None 



96.7 . 
22.5 
594 
(100.0) 



5S..7 
-2.9 
135 
(100.0) 



69.4 
44.0 
67 
(100.0) 



' 0 
0 x 
2 

(100.0) 



41.1 
-41.1 

' 35 . 
(100.0) 



10.6 
10.6 
30 
(100.0) 



386.5 

57 
~ (9.6) 



297.2 

14 ' 
(10.4) 



213.0 

A 

• 4 
(6.0) 



0 
0 

(o.q>- 



287.4 

h. 

(14.3) 



« * 

0 
0 

(0.0) 



411> 
(69.2) 



103 

(76.3) 




(100.0) 



3i>' 
(85,7) 



0 

29 
(96;7) 



280.9 

126 
(21.2) 

209.1 
18 

(13.3)-' 



379.8 

10 
(14.9) ■ 



*0 

0 ' 
(0.0) ' 
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is understated by the figures in Figure 7-1 because all validated 

V 

oonrecipients who are initially eligible experience positive SEI 

M ■ : ' 

changes causing them to be ^neligible. Undoubtedly , . the greatest 
portion of large . positive -SEI changes are missing from the 
sample Conversely, measuring SEI change due to validation from 
the €irst to the last SER overstates SEI change. Validation may 
be responsible for only one^ or two cor.rectionp and, thus, a 
smaller change in SEI- But since it cannot be determined which 
transactions are a dirept result of the ^validation process, all 
corrections following validations selection are assumed to »be 



products, of Validation. Lastly,— it is assumed tjiat * since the 
' student was validated, the last correction was received by the 
institution. If the last "correction was voluntary/ though, the 
student may have neglected to submit it to the institution, 
especially if it were not* favorable to the student. * Such a 
correction would result in a positive SEI change. Inclusion df 
this correction will mildly ^verstate the actual SEI cjiange. 



DIFFERENCES IN PAYMENT ERROR * . 

» * < «• * • 

The second measure of validation effectiveness involves the 
-dif ferencfe" in'disbursement or payment error between validated and 
nonvalidated students. As noted, it is an imperfect measure. The 
verification procedures in this study encompass all application 
items, whereas validation focuses on seven items . In addition, 
validation "allows discrepancies to go uncorrected if they are 
within tolerances. Furthermore, the comparison is biased against 
concluding that validation is effective since -tjxe cases validated 



ar^ thought to be the worst cases. Thus/ it is possible that 

even though validation removed'^a^ot of error, the error remain- 

*> * 

ing is equal to the level of error found in the nonvalidated 

i • * • r ' '* - 

cases. 1 x 

» _ 
F4gure 7-3 demonstrates that the number ojf overpayments and 

theirjjaverage valuer as well as the number of underpayments and 

their average value, are not very different for all validated 

students compared to nonvalidated, students^. The average over- 

payment of $389 for randomly selected cases^ is *$57 below the 

average overpayment, for nonvalidated' students. 

^ Even after ".validation/ student and institutional error 
remain. For example, 73 percent of all validated recipients' had 
awards in error. The average .net award error after validation 

> < ; >af . * 

was $170. There was "a $41 difference in. absolute award discre- 



pancy due to student error" between ^recipients* randomly selected 

for validatioh and recipients selected for validation via * the 

PEC. »We would theref ore^r^usp^ct that the PEC may successfully 
. { \ , * ' x . 

ideatify some highly error prone applicants. 

Cotaparing* the randomly selected recipients with those not 

validated provides' one measure .of the effectiveness of valida- 

tion. Presumably those randomly selected roughly represent the 



lln interpreting any data in this report regarding "remaining 
error," the reader should bear in mind, that validation does 
not^checX all itspis in the formula. ■ Therefore , v even " a perfect 
validation* of the present system "would ' not; 'be capable of ^removing 
all error (i.e., producing no remaining application error*, for 
validated students as a whole) . 



■ ; % 

% • ' . 

i : * * 


PEC 
SELECTED 
(Sample N=792) 


RANDOMLY 
SELECTED 
(Sample N»145 


TOTAL 
. 'VALIDATED 
(Sample N=937) 


r 

NONVALI DATED 
(Sample N=2,935) 


* TOTAL DISBURSEMENT DISCREPANCIES 
"All Underawardl 

Percent with discrepancies 
Mean discrepancies * 


' 21jf* 
\ -$248 


19$ 

-$276 ' 

* 


21$ 
-$252 


?1$ 
-$251 


* ♦ r 

Al 1 Overawards 
percent with discrepancies 
Mean discrepancies 


$440 


54* ' 
$389 


« 

52$ 
$431 


50$ ^ ^ 
$446 . 


Mean Net Discrepancies 


$172 


i 

$158 


$170 


$171 


Mean Absolute Dlscrepanctes. 


$276 


$263 


$276 ' 


$276 


INSTITUTION ERROR 
Underawards . 
Percent with discrepancies 
Mean discrepancies 


t4$ 
-$213 k 


15$ 
$301 " 


14$ 
-$228 


16$ 
-$243 


Overawards 

Percent with discrepancies 
Mean discrepancies 


• 

25? 
$418 


28 $ 
$410 


26$ 
$417 


\ 

\ 26$ 

$442 


Mean Net Discrepancies 


$ 75 


$ 69 


* 74 s 


$ 78 


t 

Mean Absolute Discrepancies 


' $134 


$160 


- $140 


$154 


STUDENT ERROR 
Underawards 
Percent with discrepancies 
Mean discrepancies 


11* 

-£257 


6$ [ 
-$206 


10$ 

.r$252 


9$ 

-$230. 


Overawards 

Percent with dtscrepantces 
Mean discrepancies 


* i 

31* 
$403 


30$ ; 
$332 


31$ 
$391 


• 

29$ 
$39? 


Mean Net Discrepancies 


$ 96 


$ 89 


$ 95 


$ 94 


Mean Absolute Discrepancies 


$153 


$112 


$146 


.$135 


f 
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DISBURSEMENT DISCREPANCIES: 
VALIDATED VS. NONVAXlDATED STUDENTS 



) 

nonvalidated, with the exceptions that randomly selected recipi- 
ents went through the validation proceft. With this comparison 
as the measure, Figure 7-3 shows an average $23 reduction in 
absolute student error. 

INSTITUTION PROCEDURES* *""*** ' t 

Validation relies on institi^tions collecting^ proper documen- 
tation and Verifying tha\ certain data items on the application 
"are within specified tolerance of the verified information. 
Figure 7-4 displays certain aspeats of institutional performance 
of validation. * 

The first column lists^the data items to be validated, and 
the second column lists the . specif ied tolerances. If discrepan- 
cies do not e t xceed the tolerances, 'then students need not correct 
their applications. 

The third cdlumn lists the percent of cases in which no doc- 
umentation for the specified data item was found' in the financial 
aid file. For AGI, for example", 12.8 percent of those flagged 
for validation did not have supporting documentation in the 
financial aid file at the time of our site visits in the spring 



of 1981. 

The fourth column shows the percentages of recipients whose 
discrepancies exceeded the tolerances. A discrepancy was defined 
here to be the difference in the ^data item between the > figure 
found on the SER from which the award was made and the figure 
found on the documentation in the financial aid file. In general, 
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VALIDATED CASES ONLY 



- PERCENT Of STUDENT PERCENT Of STUDENT RECORO DOCUMEN- 
/ PERCENT Of RECIPIENTS WITH RECORD DATA OUT Of TAT I ON DIFFERENT FROM DOCUMENTATION 

REQUIRHKDATA ELEMENT J VALIDATION TOLERANCE NO INSTITUTION DOCUMENTATION B£OG TOLERANGE 1 COLLECTED FOR THE 1980-81 QC STUOY 2 



D#p#nd«ncy. Status 



Takan As Exaaptlon »79 


Nona . 


8.71 


8.5$ 


* 2.9$ 




Takan As Exeaptlon '60 


Nona 


N.A. 


N.A, 


N.A. • 




Support Froa Parants '79 


Nona 


11.11 


•» 12.2$ 


. 3 

4 




Support Froa Parantt '80 


Nona 


11,41 


27.2$ 






Llvad With Parants 1 79 


Nona 


10.01 


4.3$ ' 


12.6$ 




Llvad With Parants '80 


Nona 


10.41 


16.0$ 


48.7$ 




Household Slz« 


Nona 


7.7$ 


13.4$ 


N.A. 




Nuabar In Postsacondary Ed. 


. Nona 


14.8$ 


% 7.6$ 


N.A. 


» 


Adjustad Grots Incoaa 


Indapandant SIOO 
Dapand>nt S500 


12.8$ 


13.9$ 
10.2$ 


6.2$ 




taxas Paid 1979 


Indspandant SIOO 
Dspandant $500 


10.9$ * 


' 13.8$ 
8.3$ 


10.3$ 




Othar Nontaxabla Incoaa 


Indapaodant SIOO 
D«pandant S500 


'31.4$ - ' • 


14.8$ 
7.2$ 


38.0$ 




Dapandant Studant 


Nona 


0.0$ 


33.7$ 


43.0$ 





Incoaa 1979 



- ~- : — t : 

1 Tha comparison Is batwaan tha data Itaa on ths SER froa which tha aaard was «ada and on tha docuaantatlon on ft la In tha financial aid 
of flea. s 

2 Tha comparison is botwaan tha docuaantatlon on flla In tha financial aid offlca and on tha "bast" docuaantatlon «a col I act ad during tha 
study. In parant Intarvlaws, studant Intarvlaws, or dlractly froa IRS foras. ft Only study data supportad by soaa typa of docuaantatlon hava 
baan usad In thasa comparisons. Thasa f Iguras do not raprasant astlaatas of total arror In SRA data. 

^Starrad casas Indlcata that docuaantatlon aas not avallabla In a sufflclant nuabar of casas to paralt ral labia statistical analysis. 
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9 SCTIVENESS OF INSTITUTIONAL DATA COLLECTION FOR BEOG VALIDATION, 1980-81 
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this error rate reflects institutional noncompliance with proper 
validation procedures. 

The final column lists the percentage of validated cases for 
which documentation rn the financial aid file did not match the 
"best' 1 documented. values\we had collected. These figures do not 
represent institutional noncompliance but do measure shortcomings 
X n an ^ institution 1 s ability to collect accurate documentation for 
these data items. In approximately 10 to 15 percent of validated 
cases, we were able to collect documentary evidence (IRS forms, 
cancelled checks, 'lease agreements, etc.) which backed up the 
information supplied to aid offices for validation purposes by 
students and/or parents. Among theser cases, as the last column 
of Figure 7-4 shows, there were 'many instances where our data did ^ 
not agree with the ^Qata recorded in validation materials found j»n 
student records. / 

It should be noted that those cases where interviewers did 
obtain actual documentation may have been particularly compli- 
cated or problematic, which would lead to some inf latiop^^a^ the o 
discrepancy rates reported in Figure 7-4. ' Nevertheless , we*' did 
find substantial evidence that intensive interview probing on 
validation questions may yield more accurate reporting of data 
than the existing, less intenaive validation system. 

Figure 7-5 breaks out the discrepancies between* documented 
data for validated students collected" in the course of the QC . 
study and student record data for those students' key income 
items. (In other wjords, it details some of the^data ' of the last 
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• # 

QC DOCUMENTATION VALUE 
SMALLER THAN STUDENT 
RECORD 'ABSTRACT VALUE 


} 

ADJUSTED 
GROSS INCOME TAXES PAID 


• NONTAXABLE INCOME 
(OTHER TflAN 
SOCIAL SECURITY) 


STUDENT/SPOUSE 
. INCOME 




$551 or, more 
251 - 550 
151 - 250 * 
51 - 150 . 
3 - 50 ' 


1.5% 
..2% 
U 

.5% 
.8% 


1.7% 
1.0% 
.2% 
1.0% 
1.4% 


15.0%' 
4.0% ' 
2.7% • 
. 3.7% 
2.7% 


1.7% 
3.5% 
.2.3% 
7.6% 
5.8% 




QC DOCUMENTATION VALUE 
EQUAL TO, STUDENT RECORD 
ABSTRACT VALUE 
' "(Within $2.00) 


93.8% 


89.7% 


42.0% 


57.-0% * 




QC DOCUMENTATION VALUE 
LARGER THAN STUDENT . 
RECOffl) ABSTRACT VALUE 


* 










$ 3 - 50 " 
51 - 150 
151*- -250 
251 - 550 
-. 551 or more 


.7% 

0 

.3% 
.2%' 
2.0% 


1.7% 
.7% 
.5%- 

1.0% 
' 1.2% 


1.0% 
" 3.7% 
.7% 
5.7% 
19.0% 


8.7% 
•4.1% 
1.2% 
5.2% 
2.3% 




\ 

i 

.• 


, \ 


FIGURE 7-5 
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DISCREPANCY RANGES t DOCUMENTED VALUES COLLECTED FOR THE 
QC STUDY VERSUS STUDENT RECORD ABSTRACT DOCUMENTATION 
, ON KEY DATA ELEMENTS 
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columns of Figure 7-4.) For the two items whi&h could be docu- 
mented from IRS data, AG I and taxes paid, study data agreed with 

i « 

SRA data in about 90 percent of cases* Of, thdse cases where 
differences were found, 3.2 percent were' found to have higher 
adjusted incomes than were recorded in students 1 records, while 
3.0 percent had documented incomes lower than those recorded in 
SRAs. The majority of differences were over $550. 

Data" on nontaxable income (other than Social Security) and 

0 

student/spouse income wer6 far less likely to accord with SRA 
documentation than the IRS items. Only 42.0 percent of our docu- 
mented values obtained from independent students or parents of 
dependent students equaled SRA data for nontaxable income, and 
only 57.0 ^percent of our study data matched SR2J values for stu- 
dent/spouse income. The range of discrepancies *for nontaxable 
incomes was particularly large; in over one-third of documented 
cases the totals were divergent by more than $550. The discre- 
pancies between study data and SRA data on student/spouse income, 
on the other hand, were relatively small; less than 5 percent 
differed by more than $550. 

™~~ Comparisons between our documented data and SRA data indi- 
cate that validation of IRS-verif iable items by institutions 

results in relatively high, but not perfect, levels of accuracy. 

t 

Items which are difficult to document, such as nontaxable income, 
and dependency status items, such as those asking whether parents 
supply financial support to students, are far more difficult for 
institutions to document accurately. 



APPENDIX 



This appendix is copied without m change from the Department 
of Education's document. 

1980-81 Validation Criteria 

» 

Criteria Description 

Al* Any previous transaction wa's rejected for the sum of 
portions being greater than 120 percent ofM. and 
business^f arm value/debt are any jcombina*^5nb# blai\ks, 
negatives, and zeros artd this reject rpwri has been 
verified on the current transaction^fid the tax filing 
status/ is not estimated. 

A2 Any /previous transaction was rejected for the sum of 

portions being greater than 120 percent of AG I and 
business/ farm value/debt are any combination of blanks, 
negatives, and zeros and this reject reason has been 

erified on the current transaction and tax filing 
status is estimated. 

♦ 

Any previous transaction was rejected for zero AGI and 
the sum of portions is, greater than zero and* a tax 
return has been filed and business/farm value/debt are 
any combination of blanks, negatives, and zeros and + 
this reject reason has been verified on the current ( 
transaction. 




A5 



Any previous transaction was rejected for portions 
'being greater than 120 percent of ONTI and AGI is blank 
or zero and the EI calculated using the sum of ONTI 
plus portions is greater than the EI calculated using 
ONTI by 50 points and this reject reason has been 
verified on the current transaction and no tax return 
has been filed or answer is blank. 



or 



Any previous transaction was rejected for portions 
being greater than 120 percent of OflTI and AGI is blank 
or zero' and no EI was calculated and no tax return has' 
been filed or answer is blank and this reject reason 
has been verified on the current transaction. 

Student status is independent antf any previous trans- 
action was rejected for household size greater than- one 
and total income less than $400 per family member and 
this reject reason has been verified on- the current 
transaction. v ' 
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Criteria Description 
f ~r~ 

A6 ^ Student status is dependent and any previous ^ trans- 
action was rejected for total income being less than 
$400 per family member and this reject reason has 
. been verified on the- current transaction, 

m A7 Student t status is dependent and any previous transac- 

tion was rejected for reported tax exceeding computefd 
tax by $500 or more and this reject reason has been 
verified on the current transaction and tax filing 
, K status is not estimated. 

A8 Student status is dependent and any previous transac- 

tion was rejected for reported tax exceeding computed 
by $500 or more >and this reject reason has been veri- 
fied on the current transaction and tax filing* status 
is not estimated. 

A9 Student status is independent apfi any previous trans- 

action was rejected for reported tax exceeding computed 
tax by $500 or more and this reject reason has been 
verified on the current transaction and tax filing 
status is not estimated. 

A10 Student staf-tus is independent and any previous trans- 
action was -rejected for reported tax exceeding computed 
tax by $500 or more and this reject reason has been 
verified on the * current transaction and tax filing 
status is estimated . 

All Any previous transaction was rejected for medical/ 

dental expenses exceeding $5,000 and this Reject rea- 
son has been verified on the current transaction. 

A12 Any previous transaction was rejected f&r medical/ 
dental expenses exceeding $500 and 30 percent of 
. t o t a l~~iTicome~~and ~'~tlrrs~ re-j-etrt-rea-son -has— been verified - 

^th.e^curr|(|^t transaction. 

A13 ^Any. previous'*. transaction was rejected for tuition 

exceeding $500 and 20, percent of total income and this 
reject reason Has been verified on^the current transac- 
tion;^ 

\ 

A14 Any prev;ibus transaction was rejected for, Social Secur- 
ity matcfi and^JSI calculated u^ing reported SS is less 
than the EI calculated using tne SS file amount by more 
than 50 points or, if EI cannot be calculated, the 
amount on .SS file exceeds the , reported SS amount by 
$500 (dependent) or $100 (independent) and this reject 
reason has been verified on the cur^jrerit 'transaction . ' 
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Description 

Any previous transaction was rejected for Social 
Security match and EI calculated using reported SS is 
less than EI .calculated using SS. file amount by 5£ 
points 'and reported. amount ha sbegrr corrected and new 
reported amount is less th^p/im^ fi^e amount by $500 
(dependent) or $100 (inde 

\ r - * or 

Any previous- transaction was ^ejected for Social Secur- 
ity match and EI was no*^ calculated and the reported 
SS amount is less than the SS file amount by $500 
(dependent) or $J.0Q (independent) and reported SS 
amount has .been corrected and now, »EI calculated with 
reported amount is less than EI calculated with SS file 
amount by more than 50 points. 

Any previous transaction .was rejected for VA match with 
reported VA amount blank, zero and this reject reason < 
was verified.. 

Any previous transaction was rejected for VA match with 
. reported VA amount^, blank or zero and the reported VA 
amount has been corrected 'to an amount less than $156. 

Any previous transaction was rejected for VA match with 
reported VA amount between $0 V and $156 and this reject 
reason has been verified. 

Any previous transaction was rejected for VA match with 
reported VA amount between $0 and $156 and reported VA 
amount has been corrected to an 'amount less ^than, $156. 

Any previous transaction was rejected" for reported VA 
amount being negative or less than 1 $156 but greater 
than $0 and not a "VA^match *anft this reject reason has 
been verified on this transaction. ^ 

Any previous transaction whs rejected for reported VA 
amount being negative .or less than $156 £ut greater 
than $0 an^ reported' VA amount h^sbeen corrected to ,an 
amount less than $156** * - . 

Any previous transaction has an EI greater than 1600. 
and current transaction h^s an EI le^s than 1351. 

If the* current transaction has an EI less than.; 1^00 .\ 
then subtract the current £l , from- the highest eligible 
EI of "any "previous transaction. Select: if the result- 
Is ^rete/ter than 2^9 Rpi'nts. 4 " < 

- <->:■ • ■ . - \ 



Criteria * 



^ ""-iit* Description 
Applicants^ saving's *a'ad, net assets haVe been corrected 



from any -p^ 



than $'300- 



^r.artsaction by an Amount greater 



The first of f i'fi^-al^JtS^i'saction was rejected and total 
, family income or^ f ^3taS|^€^ansaction has be^en corrected 
by an amount great^i^tijah. $3, 000. 

Independent with hoi^3^kQ>ld s£ze ri of. 
. less than $400. — <cp A • : .. * ■ 



one and total income 



People on the probj^gf^f ile who should be automatically 
selected for Valid^Vfb'n for the current year. 
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CHAPTER* 8 

COMPARISONS OF 1978-79 AND 1980-81 .BEOG ERROR 



This study is in many ways similar to a BEOG Qual- 
ity Control study of the 1978-79 award year. . Bpth were 
designed to estimate national error rates and amounts 
in the program. We refer to the 1978-79 study as QC I 
and our 1980-81 study as QC II. Differences include:, 

• In QC I, data were collected in the 
late fall and early winter, aftd 
error computations were based on 
cbmparisons of verified student 
data with t expected disbursement 
figures from SERs. QC II data were 
collected in the late winter and 
earl^r spring;* and error cbmputa- 
tipns were base^f on comparisons of 
verified student data with actual 
disbursement figures obtained from 
the institution-. 

- • The QC II collected secondary veri- 
fication documents which QC I did 
not,* including Internal Revenue « * 
Service copies of tax returns, doc- 
umentation from financial institu- 
tions on *bank accounts , -arnd tax 
assessments of home value. 

Despite these differences, comparisons of the 
findings from the two studies are illuminating: 

Net overawards , (overawai?4s less 
, underawards) increased from $168 
per recipient to $170 per r6c,ipient 
from 1978-79 to 1980-81. 

• With an increase in the universe of 
recipients from 1.37 million to 
2 . 36 million, the total estimated 
net overawards increased from $215 
million to $402 million. 

• Estimated absolute error (ove'r- 
* awards plus underawards) increased 

from* $346 million* to $681 million. 




V 



The frequency oE . unde/rawards and 
overawaras increased from 41 per- 
cent, and/ 18 percent respectively in 
1978-79 /to 50 percent and 21 per- 
cent respectively in 1980-81. 

The frequency of student error 
decreased from 43 percent to «38 
percent, but* the a\^rage impact of 
student' "error per recipient 
increased from $48 net overaward to 
$94 /net. overaward. 

The frequency of institutional 
error increased from 22 percent to 
42 percent, but the . average impact 
of institutional* error per recip- 
ient' decreased from $120 net* over- 
award to $77 net overaward. 

The ranXings of most error-prone 
application items did not change 
significantly between 1 978-79 and 
1980-81. 
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DEFINITIONS ' 

Due to' differences in the timing and depth of data col-^ 
lection, the de/inition of error was different for the two 
studies. Thus, some differences in findings are dufe to the 
respective ' definitions for error employed in each study; As we 
will show, the procedures for discovering and defining errors 
used in QC II reflect (nore accurately the true' underlying rates 
of mistakes , involved iij the BEOG program. Elsewhere, we have 
defindG the algebraic conventions for calculating award errors 

(see Chapter 1). With regard to institutional error, the data 

/ J 

elements in common between QC I and QC II were: 

1. COST (3) - Cost of attendance determined from abstract- 
ing student records in ( the spring semester 
when such information was actually known" and 
4 complete (based on experience, of academic 
year) 

.2. ENROLL (3)- Enrollment status determined as was COST 

(3) ' 

The ■ data elements that were different between the two 
studies were: 

3. SEI. (1)' - The student eligibility index determined 

during the fall semester of the academic • 
year from SERs was usetf on QC L 



4. SEI (3) - The same index, but abstracted from updated 
SERs during the spring semester of the aca- 
- detaic, year, was used on QC II. 

'5. ED (1) - Expected disbursement, based on SERs during 

the fall semester,! Vets used on QC I. 

jm 

6. AD (3) - Actual (or planned) disbursement abstracted 
•from . student records in the spring semester 
\ •. wa-s used on QC JI. 
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Using these data elements, institutional error was defined 

a,k follows: * 

QC I: ED (1) - ED [SEI (1), COS* (3), ENROLL (3)] 
QC II: AD (3) - ED [SEI (3), COST (3), ENROLL (3)] . 
' The definition employed by QC II more realistically approx- 
imates both the. true underlying rates of institutional error and 
corresponding average dollar amounts be.cause of the more up-tt>- 
date figures (AD 13] an^ SEI [3]) being used in 'calculations . As 

QC II's figures take -fnto account adjij^tments over the, academic 

<*■ 

year, more instances of institutional' error would be visible, but 

\> = * " • 

fewer ,'avgrage discrepancies are discovered because such adjust- 
ments are 4$|i<3ned.to reconcile award ^mounts'. QC II ' also- dis- 
overed ' larger amounts (and. greater incidence) of mean -under- 
awards -attributable to institutional error. 'Following -tfife same 
line* of arrgument, 'this can be explained by noting that QC II' s 
more, current data will more accurately reflect several kinds of 
institutional bureaucratic, conservatism in adjusting award 
amounts. That is, SEI (3) iwill reflect' in ma.ny instances updated 
requirements of students, and AD (3) will reflect the fact 'that 
institutions had not, at the time of 'QC II data ^collection, 
"caught up" administratively speak-ing with these, extra legitimate 
ajnounts to be awarded students. ' ' f 
Student error was defined as. follows in these studies: 

QC I: ED [SEI (1), COST ( 3'U ENROLL (3)] *- 
*' f 
ED fSfil (*), COST (3), .EN-ROLL (3)] - ^ 



QC II: ED [SEI (3), COST (3), ENROLL (3)] - 
ED [SEI (*), COST (3), ENROLL (3)] 

The new data element introduced here is SEI (*), the Student 
Eligibility Index calculated t using best verified information. 
The difference between QC I and QC II is again the .utilization by 
QC II of more, up-to-date information in N SEI (3) yersus SEI (1) in 
QC I. Thus, the relevant comparisons for understanding differ- 
ences in student errors between Qfc I and QC II involve the dis- 
fcrepances between SEI (3) versus SEI (*) for QCX. II and SEI (1) 
versus SEI (*) for QC I. . 

It is liXely that students correct their SEIs from an ini- 
tial value resulting in an award that disappoints them, to a more 
s^/tisfadtory value (and higher corresponding award). Such cor- 
reetipns would be reflected in SEI (3) krather than SEI (1), the 
initial value # and could account for* the observed increased rates 

4 

and amounts of overaward error attributable to students found on 
QC II. Similarly, the" greater incidence and "amounts of under- 
award etror attributable to students on QC I s can be traced to 
updating behaviors by students over the course Qf the academic 
year. ^Everything else ' being equal, st.udents are motivated tb 
correct SEIs that result in underawards. Sucl) corrections would 
be reflected- ; in SEI C3) resulting in reduced incidence and 
amounts of underaward as discovered on QC II. , 

, # Finally, calculations for total errors between QC I anfi QC 
II boil down to the differences between ED (1) and AD (3). $s 
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argued before, ED (1) does not reflect the multiple adjustments 
and revisions that take place over the course of an academic year 
as students and institutions negotiate and reconcile awards. 
Thus, while average total over awards were larger in dollar 
amounts in QC I, the incidence of such errors was greater as dis- 
covered in QC il. This reflects the ability of QC II to detect 
more erroirs , although errors so detected do not translate into 
larger dollar amounts because reconciliations have taken place 
during the academic year. For average total underawards, the 
detection in rate of such errors is slightly higher in QC II, but 
the dollar amounts of such discrepancies are smaller in QC II 
because of ireconciliation^ And lastly, the greater incidence of 
total net overawards discovered in QC II is due to the more 

sensitive measures employed by this study. < 

\ 

COMPARISON OF TOTAL ERROR ; ( 

Figure 8-1 displays key findings from the 1978-79 and 
1980-81 studies., QC I was based on a sample representing 1.37 
million recipients, while thej QC II' sample was weighted to -repre- 
sent a universe of -2.36 million. Disbursement errors are pre- 
sented in four ways. First, there are the total amounts of error 
attributable to both institutions and students ( making mistakes 
(in both absolute and net ovetaward dollars ) . . Next, there are 
t^o sets of average award errors broken down by student or insti- 
tutional mistakes. These are mean overawards and underawards 
calculated, respectively, by averaging .among only •'positive' 1 



TOTAL INSTITUTION- 
STUDENT ERROR 


TOTAL EXPECTED 

UiOOU KO CirlCilN 1 CiKKUK 

1978-79 
- (UNIVERSE = 1.37 M) 


ACTUAL DISBURSEMENT 
ERROR 
1980-81 
(UNIVERSE = 2.36 M) 


Absolute 


$346 million 


$681 


million 


Net Overawards ^ 


$215 million 


$402 


million 




Meanl 


Percent N 
with Error 


Meanl 


Percent 
with Error 


Mean Overawards 
Student Error 

Tn e4*i 4- 1 t 4- i /~n C v* v-* /— \ v- 

insuiuution Lrror 


\ - 

" $35\ 
$663\ 


(26%) 
(19%) 


$398 
$441 


r (29%) - 

(26%) 


Total 


'$531 


(41%> 


$448 


(50%) 

> 


Mean Under awards 
. Student Error, 
institution hrror 


-$267 
-$186 


(17%) 

"( 3%) . 


-$231 
-$239 


C 9%') 
(16%) 


Total r 


-$281 


(18%) 


-$249 


(21%) 


9 

Net Overawards 
Student Error 
Institution Error 


$ 48 
$120 


(43%) 
(22%) . 


$ 94 
$ 77 


(38%) f 
(42%) 


Total Error 


$168 


(59%) 


$170 


(71%) 



V 



1-Mean errors are for those with errors in the rows correspond- 
ing to mean overawards and underawards. Mean errors are for the 
entire, universe of recipients in the rows corresponding to net 
overawards . 



FIGURE 8-1 

COMPARISON OF 1978-79 AND. 1980-81 
DISBURSEMENT ERROR 
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extra amounts m erroneously awarded to students and "negative" 

amounts erroneously not awarded to students. Lastly, there are 

the mean net " overawards broken down into that which can be 

attributed to ~ either student or institutional mistakes. • The 

t 

latter are averages , not Aggregate total amounts as on th£ first 
and second row of the table. w ^ 

In total, QC I estimated $346 million in absolute error; the 
comparable figure from QC II w^s $681 million. QC II also 
discovered a higher incidence of -both uhderaward and overaward 
error among students ^nd institutions. Me.an overawards for cases 
with overawards are lower in 1980-81 ($448 compared to $531 in 
1978-79) and mean underawards are lower as well (-$249 compared 
to -$281 in 1978-79). Net oyerawards over the entire recipient 
population are basically the same for the two years. . However, 
student errors, contribute more to this figure in 1980-81 than in 
1978-79 and institutional errors considerably less. 

Thus far, we have described only how discoveries of errors 
in dollar amounts of BEOG award disbursements differed between 
QC I and QC II. Turning now to * the relative frequencies of var- 
ious kinds of ; errors between the two studies, we find that, with 
one exception,- v the relative incidence of errors discovered was 
higher on QC II. (Two types of terrors — mean total underawards 
and mean net . overawards attributable to student errors — were 
essentially not different in frequency .between the two studies.) 
The sole^date^ory of error having a higher relative incidence of 
discovery on QC I was mean underawards attributable to student 
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mistakes. It is therefore mainly the frequency of award errors 
rather than the size of these errors that accounts for the 
' increase in total error in the BEOG .program in 1980-81. 



COMPARISON OF APPLICATION ITEM ERROR 



Figure 8-2 compares the application item error rat^s dis- 
covered in QC I and QC II. The application items are ranked from 
highest error rate to lowest. As the figure indicates, for mB^t 
items the overall rankings did * not change substantially from 
1978-79 to 1980-81. However, in 1978-79 dependent students' 
.resources, nontaxable income, adjusted gross income, and taxes 
m paid were the most error-prone items, while in 1980-81 the four 

— litems rttost likely to be in error were \>cash/savings/checking, 

v 

medical/dental expenses, home-value, and home debt. 

For a few items, however, there was a relatively large dif- 

A ference in rates of error betwe.en QC I and QC II. For medical/ 

dental expenses, home debt, and cash/savings/checking, the rela- 

tive incidence of error increase^. A' possible explanation for 

* this ii^rease is that in QC II we collected "harder" verifying 

, . ^documentation and, therefore, were better able to identify errors 

in these three application items. • In QC I, application informar 

tion was verified using data gathered from student and parent 

interviews and student; financial aid records. In QC II we went 

* 

further and collected (1) >,tax returns from the IRS to verify 
medical/dentab expenses and Other, tax returh data, (2) tax 
assessor records to verify home value and debt, and (3) financial 
institution records to verify cash/savings/checking. 



T 



APPLICATION 
ITEMS 


RANK ORDER 1 
FROM QC I 


RANK ORDER 2 

a nTC/^bPDRMPTPO 

4 UloLKLr AJN^I t*o 
FROM QC II 

/ 


Investment Value 


11 


/ 14 


Student 1 s , Marital Status 


' 16 


/ 12 • • . 


Student's Household Size 


7 


5 


Number in ^ostsecondary Education 


8 


9 


Nontaxable Income 


2 


10 


Adjusted Gross Income 


3 


7 


Taxes Paid 


4 


8 


Medical/ Dental Expenses 


13 (tie) 


2 • 


Tuition 


10 


11 


Home Value 


' ' 6 


3 


Home Debt 


9 


4 


Investment Debt 


15 


17 


Cash/Savings/Checking L 


5 


r 1 


Business /Farm Value 


17 (tie) 1 


13 


Business/Farm Debt 


17 (tie) \ 


15 


Dependent Student's Resources 


1 


6 


Amount of Veterans 1 Benefits 


13 (tie) 


16 


Months of Veterans' Benefits 


12 


18 



1 Ranks are assigned as follows: lower numbers indicate greater 
rates of error ajid higher numbers indicate lesser rates of error. 
^Only those QC II items which were included in QC I are ranked. 
A rank order indicates the relative position of that item to other 
shared items . . 



FIGURE 7 8-2 

RANK ORDER COMPARISON 
OF tSe INCIDENCE OF DISCREPANCIES 
ON INDIVIDUAL APPLICATION ITEMS BETWEEN QC I AND QC II. 



COMPARISON OF RATES OF REPORTED DIFFICULTY WITH APPLICATION FORM 

For both QC I and QC II, students and parents were asked to 
describe the difficulties*' in filling out the BEOG application 
form. For QC 1 , 25 percent of the interviewed students and 20 
percent of the interviewed parents indicated that they had dif- 
ficulty with at least 1' item on the application. By comparison/ 
more students (30 percent) and feyer parents (14 percent) admit- 
ted difficulty in QC II. 

Figure 8-3 ranks the 10 items that students from QC I indi- 
cated were most difficult to answer. The rank order for these 10 
items is given for students from QC II. (See Chapter 3 for .fur- 
ther analysis of the items which gave 'QC II stiidents difficulty. ) 



As the table indicates , investment vaJjae., home Value and debt/ 

- • * \ 

and household size — all among, the most difficult items~;for stu- 

: * 

dents to answer in 1978r79— fell considerably in relative diffi- 
culty in 1980-81. On the other hand/ AGI/ medical/dental 

expenses, earned ^ncome'/ an <3 taxes paid remained in 1980-81 among 

d 

the most difficult for students to interpret and answer. 

Figure** 8-4' iterates Figure 8-3 for parents who reported 
problems" filling out the BEOG application. As the table indi- 
cates / parents*^ for^x>th QC 1 and QC II perceived home value as 
being very difficult tol answer. Earned income and taxes paid 
were also among the most difficult for parents to answer during 
both years. . 



po 
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STUDENTS REPORTING 


DIFFICULTIES 1 


: t 


RANK ORDER 
- ' FROM QC I 


RANK ORDER 
FROM QC II 


Investment Value 

Home Value 

\ 

Medical/'DentaJ. 
Expenses \ m \ * 


1 


'25 


2 


12 




7 


Adjusted Gross* 4 
Income 


4 


2 


Earned Jncome 


5 

* 


6 


Taxes Paid s 

\ 


6 


5 


r Home Debt J 
* 


7 


12 


Household Size 


' 8 

# 


19 


Itemized Deductions 


9 


8 


Casualty/Theft 
Loss 2 


10 





1 Ranks are assigned as follows; lower numbers indicate greater 
difficulty and higher numbers indicate lessei: -difficulty . The 
ranks are from a total of 27 application items. 

2 The casualty/ theft loss item did not appear on the 1980-81 
application. 

j * 



FIGURE 8-3' ' 

RANK ORDER! COMPARISON OF- l6" MOST DIFFICULT ITEMS 
FOR STUDENTS TO SUPPLY ON APPLICATION BETWEEN QC I AND QC II 



1*~ - 














♦ ¥ - t - - 


* 




.. 7" "* v 'A' . **** ~ *- \ ^ . --/->". - : 


: ' • . ^^r'eNTS, REPORTING 

"rank order, 

- . -'VpROM QC I . j " *".- 


DIFFICULTIES 1 

/ RANK- - ORDER 
' . FROM ~ QC 11 . 




Farm Value 2 ^ r ; ^. 


-r. ' ; ' 'V ' 








Hom$ " Value ^ ^ ~ ' • ^ * 
Farm Debt 2 ~" ' ■ \ 


•.. '?.;-;- v 2' "" 


< * 


: 1 




I nve s Went- Va ILue* - : T ^'i- : ~ ^ . . 


-'• .. • '' • 4 




"13 




Business Value 


5 




• 10 




^Tuition 


6 




9 




Business Debt 


7 




10 




Adjusted Gross. 
Income 


8 




• 12 

< 




,*Earffed Income* 






• 

. 6 




Taxes Paid 


io . 




8 



1 Ranks are assigned as follows: lower numbers indicate greater 
difficulty and higher numbers indicate lesser difficulty. The 
ranks are from a total of 27 application items; 

* 2 Farm value/defct was* aggregated with business value/debt on the 
1980-81 application. < ' 



FIGURE 8-4 



RANK ORDER COMPARISON OF 10 MOST- DIFFICULT ITEMS 
FOR PARENTS TO SUPPLY ON APPLICATION BETWEEN QC I AND QC II 
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' COMPARISON OF - IMPACTS OF SER ITEMS BETWEEN QC I AND QC II 



Mistakes on SER items have different consequences for the 
amount of BEOG awards disbursed to students. "Item effect" 

* * 

refers to the impact that a single erroneous SER item \ has on 
award disbursements holding everything else (all other SEFt items) 
" equal ." ; 

The notion of "holding things equal" is analogous to method- 
ological and/or' statistical procedures that attempt to isolate 
and disentangle causal effects in research involving more than 
one variable. In the specific case of SER items, the general 
procedure is to estimate SEIs' (and corresponding award amounts) 
by varying only each SER item to ascertain marginal impacts. By 
varying only one item' at a time, the effect this item has on 
award disbursement can be isolated because all other items harve 
| been left the same or •"equal." 

In both studies/ the procedure was to take all unverified 
SER items supplied by students on applications and. observe var- 
iations in SEIs by inserting verified items one &b> a time. The 
difference in award resulting from each SEI for each item being 
tested was the item impact attributed to that item. The results 
of these tests in QC I ana' QC II a^e displayed in Figure 8-5. 
Only the 10 items ranked most, highly * in QC I were included for 
this comparison (details for -other items nfay be found in Chapter 

3). * 

The rankings were very, similar in the two studies, the lone 
exceptions being the growth in" 'award problems due to 

8-i4 2*27 ' 





/ 

/ 

/ 

/ 

/ - 




* 


SER APPLICATION ITEMS 


/ 

IMPACT RANK 
ORDER FROM QC I 


^^ft>ACT RANK 
ORDER FROM QC 11^ 


DIFFERENCES 


Nontaxable Income 


1 




-4 


Adjusted Gross Income 


* 

2 . 


L. . i 


+1 


Home Value 


3 


* 2 

> * 


' +1 


Household Size — 


4 


3 


+1 


Number in Students Family 
in Postsecondary Institution 


a 

5 ' 


0 

7 


-2 


Income Taxes Paid 


6 


9 


-3 


Home Debt 


7 


O 
L 


— 


Cash and Savings 


8 


8 


0 


Investment Value 


9 . 


6 


. ■ +3 


Q+n/fon^ /Qnnnca flcco+c 

jtuyeriL/opuubc Assets 


i n 


A 
H 


+0 



,* Ranks are assigned with lower numbers indicating, greater marginal 
impacts and higher numbers indicating lesser -marginal impacts. Items which 
did not appear in QC I have been omitted' from rank ordering in QC II. 



2 The impact of home value -and home aebt were computed jointly in the QC Stage 
II itudy. 



. FIGURE 8-5 

SER APPLICATION ITEMS WITH DISCREPANCIES HAVING 
THE GREATEST MARGINAL IMPACTS ON BEOG AWARD DISBURSEMENTS 
COMPARISON BETWEEN QC I AND QC II 
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90 



4 



student/spouse assets and investment value and the decline in 
problems due to nontaxable income and income taxes' paid. As 
would be expected from the formula, errors on adjusted gross 
income and home value continued to be prime causes of 
disbursement errlor. « / 

• 9 

A 



■ ( 



\ 



\ 
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APPENDIX A 
RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS \ ' 

Part 1 Student Questionnaire' 

# 

Part 2 c * Paren^Questionnaire 

Part^3 " Student Record Abstract 

Part 4 Institutional Interview 



o 



230' 



0M8 No. ^$4Q - 00>J 
Expires: July 1, 1981 




BASIC EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNIIY GRANT QUALITY CONTROL STUDY 
-STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE < 



AFFIX LABEL HERE 



Conducted, for: 



Survey conducted by: 

Westat, Inc. 

1650 Research Blvd. 

RockviUe, Md. 20850 



Division of Quality Assurance 
Office of Student Financial Assistance 
U.Si Department 'of* Education 



'As part of a study conducted in affiliation with: ^ 

s • Advanced Technolo'gy, Inc. 

7923 Jones 8ranch Drive > 
McLean, Virginia 22102 *. 



Hello, my name is (YOUR NAME) (SHOW ID BADGE). I am with Westat, Inc., a survey 
research firm. We are doing the U.S. Department of Education study pf the problems 
people have with the^financial aid application forms •for Basic Educational Opportunity 
^Grants. I am here to speak with (NAME OF RESPONDENT) about the application- form 
filled out for the 1980*81 school yjear. 



This study is being conducted according to the regulations of the Pcivacy^ Act . The 
primary reason for the 4tudy is to obtain infdrmation to Improve the way the grant 
program works. Howevenrthis information' will become part of the^ existing 8asic Edu- 
cational Opportunity G»fcnt System of Records- and may result in changes in the amount of. 

rnally have signed a statement swearing not to reveal any informa- 
ing this interview, except for the purpose of this study and as 
you signed the application form, you agreed tc 7 provide documents 
y information on the form. The authority for collecting this. 



your grant. I pers 
tion you give me di 
required by law. Wh 
that would ver 



information is in Title IV'of the Higher Education Act of 1965. 



ERJC 



TIME BEGAN: | | | : I 1 j ^ 



ASK OF: 



ALL blUUUNIb 



SECTION A 



The people who administer the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant program have fodhd that errors 
sometimes happen because the forms aren't eieaF. We would like to learn more about any problems 
that^-ytto had when you applied' for an eSucational grant for the 1980-1981 school year. 



w.l 



Please take a minute to scan this financial aid application form and tell me about the 
.items that gave you any trouble., ( HAND' JR ONE-PASE fORM. ) (IF JR HAS PR08LEM, HAND CARfi 
' A, ANO ASK:) For which of the following reasons was there trouble answering this question? 

(FOR EACH PROBLEM, RECORD ITEM NUMBER FRpM FORM, WRITE PROBLEM TYPE CODE NUMBER, AND 

DESCRIBE THE PROBLEM.) , 



HAWTR 
ONE PAGE 
APPLI- 
CATION 
FORM 



YES, JR HAD PROBLEMS"*. 1 (RECORD 8EL0WI | | 

NO, JRDIDN'T HAVT PR08LEMS 2 (Q.2) « 27 



HAND 
CARD 
A 



ITEM 


PROBLEM TYPE 


DESCRIBE, PROBLEM : " 


NUMBER 


1j UNDER QIO. 

2. UNDER INSTR . 

3. NO DOC 

4. QUEX. INAPP. 

5. OTHER 






t 


























s 















MM 

DO 

I I 

YY 

I I 
"37 IT 



9 



S f 2 



;, • card t j : 
tV| '3 '! ; V V 

TD.-rr-Tsr: 



ASK Of: ALL STUDENTS 

TmiW H™ 7r/2J?tK , lfi?. y ll M *?" , ^ one i or hel * * h ° "Ot . „en*er of your 

ramny.' nere *s a card that lists people you mioht have aak»d Di h vm. ml,, raci/ n t 

AND Q.4 FOR CACH «YES» IN Q.2 AFTER OBTAINING AnScK f5r TShOUGH hT 



HANO 
CARO 
8 





ir YES > 


Q.3* 

What kind of help did 
you get? (PROBE WITH 
CATEGORIES If NECESSARY) 


Q.4* 
Were* you satis- 
fied with the 
help you. got? 


SOURCE 

*2 


YES 

% 


NO', 
% 


CLARIf. 
OF 
QUEX 
% 


INTO TO 

ANSWER 

QUEX 

'% 


ADMIN. 
HELP 

% 


OTHER 
% 


YES 

% 


Mn 
% 


UK 

% 


A, Someone in the financial 
Aid Office? 

B. A »ember of the faculty 
or counselor at the school 


25.0 
7.5 


74.5 
91.6 


11.4 
3.3 


3.8 
0.9 


5.1 
1.8 


4.2 
1.2 


22.0 
6.7 


1.9 
0.4 


0.3 
0. 


C. A high school counselor?. 


8.3 


90.7 


3.2 


1.2 


2.3 


1.3 


7.1 


0.6 


0.1 


D. Someone at a toll free 
telephone number? .... 


3.7 


95.4 


1.4 


0.7 


0.7 


0.6 


3.1 


0,3 




E. Someone at the Department 


0 




98.3 


0.2 


0.1 


.0.2 


0.1 


0.4 


0.1 


0. 


f ♦ Someone at the American 
College Test Center in 
Iowa (ACT)? 


1.1 


97.9 


0.4 


0.2 


0.2 


0.1 


0.7 


0.2 


0. 




11.8 


86.8 


6.1 


2.1 


0.9 




9.7 


fl.9 


o.: 


H. Or someone else? (SPECIFY) 


3.4 


73.4 


0.8 


1.1 


0.6 


0.6 


2.9 


0.2 


0. 

* 



Q.5 



Q.6 



Q.7 



HAND R 
SER.~ 



YES ... . 

NO 

DON'T KNOW. 



Wee the fonn filled out without reeding eny of the instructions? % 

5 - 8 (Q.7) 

91.4 

! • 2.6 <Q-7> 

NA 0 2 

Here an the instructions read when the form was filled out" or were some of ' % 
the instructions read when the form was fUJaeLo.** m instructictIS 67.2 

% r ^ Sane Instructions 22.7 

Here is s copy of the Student Eligibility Report (SER) ." "(HaVd" R Yhe'sErV Oid 
you jever receive one of these in the meil? , ~ 

% 

YES 84.7 

J5« • • • 8.2 (BOX 2, PAGE 5) 

WN'T KNOW £j(B0X 2, PAGE 5) 



hi 



, - **Don't Know or 
Q.2 Not Ascertainable 

A. 0.5% • E. 1.0% 

B. 0.9 .F. 1.0 

C. 1.0 G. 1.4 

D. 0.9 H. 23.2 



Q.3 *Not Ascertainable 

A. 0.6% E. 0. % 

B. 0.3*, F. 0.1 

C. 0.3 G. 0.6 

D. 0.2" *,H. 0.3 



Q.4 * Not Ascertainable 
A. 0.8% E. 0.1% 



B. 0.4 

C. 0.5 

D. 0.2 



F. 0.2 

G. 0.9 

H. 0.4 



2° 



3 



ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS 

Q.8 Pid you receive a (Student, Eligibility Report/SER} more than once for 

the 1980-81 school year? ' % 

N/APP 15.3 

YES 35.9 

-NO rf 44.0 (Q.14) 

DON'T KNOW 4.7 (Q.U) 



Q.9 Sometimes students who apply for financial aid are asked to explain information* 

on a (Student Eligibility Report/SER). Did you have to explain any information? 

N/APP 64?1 

*S 18.5 

NO.- . ' . 16.8 (0.13) 

DON'T KNOW. 0.6 ( Q * 13 ) 

NA : 0.1 

A 

Q. t 10 Sometimes students are asked to explain the information before they receive the 
final (Student Eligibility Report/SER) that authorizes the Financial Aid 
Officer to give them the grant, and sometimes they are asked to explain 
information after they receive the final (Student Eligibility Report/SER). 
Did you have to explain any information before receiving the final (Student 
Eligibility Report/SER), after receiving the final (Student Eligibility Report/ 
SER), or both before' and after? *. % * 

N/APP 81.5 

BEFORE FINAL SER 13.0 

AFTER FINAL SER 2.4'(Q.12) 

BOTH BEFORE AND AFTER 2.5 

DON'T KNOW 0.6 (Q.13) 



d.11 Did you get help from anyone outside your family when you were -asked 

to explain information before receiving the final <Student Eligibility 
Report/SER)? - % 

•N/APP 84.5 

YES i 6.4 

* NO 9.0 

DON'T KNOW. ........... 0. 







*B0X 1 






INTERVIEWER, CHECK 


0.10 AND CODE ONE: 




% 






. 1 (Q.13) 


13.0 








2.5 
84.5 



0.12 Did you "get help from anyone outside your family when you 'were asked to 
explain information after receiving the* final (Student Eligibility 

Report/SER)? % 

N/APP 95.1 

YES 1.8 

NO 3.1 

DON* T KNOW 0. 



erJc 



2° f 



ASK Of: ALL STUDENTS 

When the final (Student Eligibility Report/SER) was received, did you know 
what to do with it from the instructions that came with it, or did you ask 

someone outside your family what to do with it? % 

N/APPy ......... 64.1 

• * * • KNEW WITHOUT ASKING * 28.0(B0X 2, PAGE 5) 

ASKED OUTSIDE FAMILY 7.1(B0X 2, F*AGE C 5) 

. DON'T KNOW ' 0.7(B0X 2, PAGE 5) 

Nft . . . . ~ 0.1 

Sometimes students who apply for financial aic^are asked to explain 

information on the (Student Eligibility Report/SER). Did you have 

to explain any information? % 

N/APP 51.3 

YES ... 7.3 

NO. \ .... / 38.5(Q.i6) 

' DON'T KNOW 1-9(0.16) 

NA 1.1 

Did you get help / rom anyone outside your family when you were asked 

to explain the information? _ % 

N/APP .' 92.7 

YES 2.0 

N0 • • • • 5.1 

DON'T KNOW \ . . 0.1 

■ na ....\ : . oil 

When the (Student, Eligibility Report/SER). was received, did you know 

what to do with it from the instructions that came with it, or did you 

as^k someone outside your family what* to* do with it? % 

N/APP 51.3 

KNEW WITHOUT ASKING 38.0 

ASKED OUTSIDE FAMILY ' 7.7 

DON'T KNOW 1.0 

NA . 1.9 



<J J 



SECTION 8 



ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS 




In this section, I will be asking you some questions about it^eras from your financial aid 
application for the 1980-81 school year. The u\S. Department of Education is very in- 
terested, in finding out which items on financial aid applications people have trouble cdm- 
pleting. As we discuss each item, please tell me about any items that gave you trouble. 
According to our records, the application was completed on C0AIE FROM LABEL) . , * 



\ 



INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTIONS 
FOR EACH VERIFICATION ITEM, FOLLOW THIS PROCEDURE: 

a ASK VERIFICATION ITEM QUESTIONS ON LEFT-HANO SIDE OF PAGE. 

a PROCEED ACROSS 'THE GRID, UNLESS OTHERWISE INOICATED, ASKING THE QUESTIONS PRINTED AT 
THE TOP OF THE COLUWS FOR EACH VERIFICATION ITEM. INDICATIONS THAT YOU SHOULD NOT 
PROCEED ACROSS THE GRID ARE SKIP INSTRUCTIONS NEXT, TO THE ANSWER CATEGORIES OF THE 
VERIFICATION ITEM OR SHADING IN THE BOXES UNDER THE COLUMNS FOR Q.A. OR Q.8. 

a IF; R INDICATES THAT HE/SHE HAD "NO DOCUMENTATION" WHfN THE FORM WAS FILLED 'OUT, 
ALWAYS PROBE (PR) WITH "HOW DID YOU FIGURE OUT THE ANSWER TO THIS QUESTION?" AND 
RECORD j**S RESPONSE UNDER COMMENTS. 

IF R INDICATES THAT HE/SHE HAD TROUBLE WITH AN ITEM, GO BACK TO Q.1, PAGE 1, AND OBTAIN 
COMPLETE INFORMATION ABOUT THE TROUBLE. 



•erVz 



INTERVIEWER DEFINITION: 

BY "PARENt," WE MEAN MOTHER AND/OR FATHER, oV ADOPTIVE PARENTS. WE DO NOT MEAN 'FOSTER PARENTS 
OR GUARDIANS. IF IR IS UhjSURE HOW TO ANSWER AN^QUESTIONS REGARDING PARENTS, ^SEE GLOSSARY. 



ASK OF: ALL STUDEN 



VERIFICATION' ITEM 



. Q.17 (6) 
Are you. a U.S. 
citizen? % 

YES.. 93.5 

NO... 6.5 (Q.18) 

OK... o. (0.1B) 



r A. Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 

* % 



What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 



NO DOCUMENTATION. • 36, 
BIRTH CERTIFICATE. 47, 

BAPTISMAL- CERT^nrr— 

PASSPORT o 

CERT. OF Ai 

CITIZENSHIP 1, 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 

4. 



LEFT IT BLANK 0. 

* 0. 



(GO TO Q.19) 



(PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer to this question** 




COMMENTS: 



Q.18 (6) 
Are you a perma- 
nent U.S. resi- 
dent, a perma- 
nent resident of 
the Northern 
Marianas 6r Trust 
Territory, or 
other eligible 
nonrcitizen? 



YES*.. 
NO.... 

DK 



% 

6.2 
0.2 
0. 

,93.5 



» % 

NO DOCUMENTATION. . 
BIRTH CERTIFICATE. 
BAPTISMAL CERT.... 

PASSPORT 

CERTIFICATE OF 

CITIZENSHIP 0. 

FORM 1-151 or 1-551 ■ 
• (ALIEN REG. REC. 

CARD) 

ARRIVAL-DEPARTURE 

RECORD (1-94)... 
ASYLUM STATEMENT. . 
OTHER (SPECIFY) 



0.5 
0.1 
0. 
0.6 



4.4 



0.4 
0.1 
0.2 



LEFT IF BLANK 0. 

DON'T. KNOW 

......... 



0. 

.. 0.1 
N/&PP 93.5 



COMMENTS; 



Q.19 (7) 
fthat was your 
marital -status 
on'the'date you 
signed the 
application? 

UNMARRIED 
( INCLUDES SINGLE, 
OlVORCED, OR % 
WIDOWED) • • 88.4 
MARRIED.... g g 
SEPARATED. • j Q 



COMMENTS: 



23? * 



ASK x OF{ AIL' STUDENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 


A. Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. • 


B. What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 


C. (PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer to this, question? 


Q.20 (11) 
Oid you live with 
yoor parents for 
more than tlx 
weeks durinq «. 
1979 (a total of 
42 days)? 

% 

YES.. 65.5(0.21) 
NO... 34.2 
DK... 0.2 
NA. 0*1 


% 

NO OOCUMENTATIQN.15.2 

RENT' RECEIPTS 5.2 

LEASE AGREEMENTS. . 2. 6 
CANCELLdD CHEO<S..2.4 

MORTGAGES — 'n 

' -STATEMENT 0.9 

NOTARIZED STATE- 
MENT FROM 

OTHER (SPECIFY)' 

1.2 

OK 0.1 

........... 6.2 

N/APP 65.5 

• 




-COMMENTS: 

« 


• Q.21 (11) " 
Did you live with 
your parents for 
more than six 
weeks in 1980 . 
(a total of 42 
days)? 

% 

YES. .£1.5(0.22) 
NO... 38. 2 
OK.,.. 0.2 
NA 0.1 


NO DOCUMENTATION. 16#0 

RENT RECEIPTS 6!l 

LEASE AGREEMENTS. . 3.6 
CANCELLED CHECKS. • 3.2 

MORTGAGE • 

NOTARIZED STATE- 
>€NT FROM 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 

1.1 

NA.. .. ..... .. ...7.0 


/ 1 v v;^ ^' <: 


COMMENTS: < 

9 % % 

9 

H ^ 

\ 

* 



ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 


A. Please show me 
the (docunent/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 


B. What (document/ * 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was* 
filled out? 


V - 

C. (PROBE): How did you* figure 
out the answer to this question? 

- 


Q.22 (12) 
Were you listed 
43 an exemption 
on your parents' 
Federal Income 
Tax Return durinq 


% 

NO DOCUMENTATION 18. ( 
1040 - LINE 6c 

(PARENTS)*.., 
1040A LINE 5c 

(PARENTS)..... , O.i 
1040 - LINE 6c - 

WOfKSHEET 2/ 

1040 - LINE 5c - 

M5R< SHEET j_ L 

OTHER (SPECIFY) v 

1.6 

LEFT' IT BLANK... Qw] 
DON'T KNOW o v 


'% 

3..,..'.... 13.StPR) 
L ....' . 1.3 

5 0.8 

1 2 1 

\ 

i 2.7 

i. - 3.2 

It 71.8 


PROBE: % % . 

Remenibered/lCnew .-12.3 

Estimated/guessed * 0.5 

Don't Know 0.2 


1979? 

% 

**E S## 51.4 
N0 — 31.V 

da prjyTe 

DIDN'T FILE 
IN 1979 U-3 

DK —. * 5.5 
• - • 




COWENTSi 


o Q.23 (12) 
Wiil yoy be 
listed as an 
exemption on 
your parents' 
Federal Income 
Tax Return 
durinq 1980? 

',YES.'...r.....46.8 

PARENTS WON'T 
FILE IN 1980 

OK ...... 6*7 * 

NA o.i ; 


* ' /• , %jt>* - * A +^ X 
* ' > ' v , . v* «, V ' 


W\/ ^ ' ^ ^ • - ' »* 


COMhCNTS: 

* 

i 

\ 

\ 

» » 

0 

• 



. - • p on 

ERJC 



f 



ASK Of: ALL STUDENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



A. Please show me 
the (document/ 
v psper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 



Q.2A (13) 
Did your parents 
give you more than 
$750 worth of 
support in 1979? 
By support we 
mean money or 
things like 
housing, food, 
clothes, car, 
medical and 
dental care, and 
college costs. 

% 

YES 55.4 

NO 42 -7 

\JT\ ........ 



'Q.25 (13) 
-Did your parents 
give you more than 
$750 wor^h of 
support iff 1980? 
By support we 
mean money or 
things like 
housing, food, 
clothes, caf, 
medical and 
dental care, and 
college costs. 

% 

YES. 51. 9 

SO 46.3 

OK 1.7 



rv 



COMMENTS: 




What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 



C. (PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 



COhWENTS: 




ERLC 



^0 ' 



\ 

1 



ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS 



BOX 3 

i 






INTERVIEWER, CHftX LABEL FOR RESPONDENT TYPE: 


• 




IF PS - REVIEW Q.20 THROUGH Q.25 AND CODE ONE: 

IF ANY RESPONSE IS "YES" 


65. JO 


« 


IF ALL RESPONSES ARE "NO", 'DON'T KNOW" , • 
OR "DID NOT FILE" (NOTE; OS WAS ORIGINALLY ' 
HI SCLASSiFIED. FOR REST OF QUESTIONNAIRE, • 
TREAT AS IF AN IS.) i 








34.4 





INTERVIEWER NOTE: 

IF STUDENT WAS MARRIED WHEN THE APPLICATION WAS 'FILLED OUT CQ.19 = 1), READ 
"OR YOUR SPOUSE" WHEREVER* IT OCCURS, 



•4 



ERIC 



° 4 1 



\ 



1 . 



* CARD 



I Of* f : ''# 



ASK OF: INDEPENDENT STUDENTS ONLY 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



A, Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have/ 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 



B. What (document/ 
- paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 




C. (PROBE): Howjdid you figure 
out the answer to this question? 



0.26 (19) 
How many people 
will you (or yourj 
spouse) support 
between July 1, 
1980 & June JO,, 
T98-1? Include 
yourself, (spouse,) 
and any dependent 
children. Include 
other people only 
if they lived~wlth 
you and received 
more than' half of 
their support 
from you when the 
form was filled 
out >N== 1488 

X= 2.X09 

SIZE OF 
HOUSEHOLD % 

N/APP..65.0 



COffCNTS: 



0*27 (20T\ 
Of the people you 
just toldTte 
ajxut, how many 
will be in 
college or other 
schools beyond 
the high eehodl 
4evejl between 
July 1, 1980 and 



-June 3u, 1961 ? 
Include yourself 
and ^anyone else 

nmdiiil be 

^enfrtfiled at 
least half-time* 
Nf 1483 

N/&PP*65.0 



>1 v .U'-v 



, \>>*^yf ...... . 



ERIC 



ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS 





VERIFICATION' ITEM 


A. Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
* to (verify/prove) 

; \ this. 


B. What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 


C. (PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 


• 


The ofej^t* few c^ues- 

items o&'ypuj, (or 
your spouse's) 
Federal Income 
Tax fteturn(s). 
Have r you (or' your 
spouse) filed a 
U.S. Income Tax 
Return , for, 1979? 

,*£S (I/WE) % 

FILED cq c r 
NO.... 39 6 (Q.37) 
OK.... Q * 9 (Q.37) 






. : COMMENTS: & 


* 


Q,29 (22/33) 
Vfrien the appli- 
cation form was 
filled out, were 
,the figures you 
used from a 
completed 1979 
U.S. Income Tax 
Return or were 
they •eatimatecJ? 

(BOTH) COM- % 

PLETb.... 43,1 
iBOTH) ESTI- 
MATED ii.7 

ONE ESTI- 
MATED, ONE • 
• COMPLETED. 0.9 ] 

b« 3.7 ' 

N/APP... 40.5 I 

v 


oX -^;;. ... v v„- >" , '?Vv 

' » y' ^.^ v x * * v. 
v * ^ »* # * *" * v 

- ' *' :* : . * v*.; - 




COMICNTS: 

i 

... ...^ 




^ ' 

INTERVIEWER: IF TWO TAX RETURNS MAKE SURE YOU GET INFORMATION FROM BOTH WHEN YOU ASK ANY 
QUESTION RELATING TO THE TAX RETURN. 



ERIC ,. . 



ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 




C. (PROBE): How aid you figure 
out the answer to this question? 



Q.30 (23/33) 
What was the total 
number of exemp- 
tions you (or 
your spouse) 
claimed on your 
1979- U.S. Income 
Tax Returo(s)? 



N= 2455 
3= 1.465 



NUMBER 
% 

OK 2.4<Q-30B) 



NO DOCUMENTATION 29.8 
1040 - LINE 7... 1.1 
1040A - LINE 6.. 4.8 
1040 - LINE 7 - 

WOfKSHEET 4.5 

104QA - LINE 6 - 

WO R< SHEET .13.9 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 

I 1.3 
LEFT IT BLANK.... 0. 
DON'T KNOW." 0. 

• .......... 1.5 

N/&PP: 42.9 



PROBE: % 

Renembered/EQiew. . . . 8.2 
Estinated/Guessed. . 1.0 

Don't Know 0.3 

NZV 0.9 

N/APP 89.7 



COMCNTS? 



0.31 (24/33) 
>friat was the 
adjusted gross 
income you (or 
your spouse) 
reported on the 
1979 U.S. Income 
Tax Return? 



N= 1936 

X= 3,750 

$ • 

AMOUNT . 
% 

Dfc 14.2(C,31B) 
N/AFP.40.5 
NA.... 0.1 



NO DOCUMENTATION 15.3 
1040 - LINE. 31.. 1.2 
1040A - LINE 11. 4.7 
1040 - LINE 31 - 

WO R< SHEET 4.3 

1040A - LINE 11 

WO R< SHEET 14.2 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 

5.1 



• 6?0(PR) 


PROBEj 


% 


2.7 


Remenibered/Knew. . . 


. 1.7 


8.5 


Estimated/Guessed . 


. 3.0 




Consulted Profes- 




6.2 




. 0.1 






. 0.7 


21.1 




. 0.5 


N/APP ' 


.94.0 


9.9 








COMMENTS: 


7 



L£.H IT BLANK... 0. 

DON'T KNOW 0. 

NA 0.2 

N/APP 54.8 



0.4. 

4.2 
, 0,6 
.40.5 



2ii 



ASK OF; ALL STUDENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



Q.32 (24/33) 
Does that amount 
include earnings 
from student, 
financial aid 
programs? 



% 

YES 4.6 

no ••••••••.•••53*3 

DON'T KNOW... 1.6 
NA» ....... 0.1 

N/ftPP.;...40.5 



Q.33 (25/33) 
How much U.S. 
income tax 
paid by you (and 
your spouse) for 
1979? 



N= 2035 



X= 139 



AMOUNT 

DK,..12..1 
N/?PP... 0.33B) 
40.5 # . 



Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) <you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 



B. What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 



C. (PROBE): }<ow did you figure 
out the answer to* this question? 



NO DOCUMENTATION J.9. 2 
1040 - LINE 47... 1.0 
1040A - LINE 14a. 4.8 
1040 - LINE 47.- 
W0RKSH£ET... ... 3,6 

1040A - LINE 14a • 
VQRKSHEET JL3.1 



W-2 

NOTARIZED STATE- 
MENT 

OTHEft (SPECIFY-) 



.3.2 



.0. 



1.6 



LEFT IT BLANK. 
DON'T KNOW.... 



NA 

N/ftPP. 



" 0.1 
0.1 
,.0.7' 
.52.7 



A. 



7.'4pr) 

2.5 

8:4 



4.9 



.20. 
. 7. 

. 0. 



0.6 
4.7 

. 1.3 
,40.5 



COKfCNTS: 




PftOBE: 

RenentoeredAnew. . . 
Estimated/Guessed. 
Consulted profes- 
sional 

NA 

N/APP 



% 

. 4.1 
. 1.9 

. 0.1 
, 0.7 
,92.6 



COMMENTS: 



Be sure to tell me if you had any trouble with any item when the grant application was f i^d out 



c 



J ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS 



« » 

.VERIFICATION ITfeM 


A. Please show me 
'the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 


8. What (document/ 
• 

paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 


C. (PROBE): How did you figure ' - 
out the answer to this question? 


ft v 

Q.34 (25/33) 
Does that amount 
include the taxes 
paid on earnings 
from any student 
financial aid 
programs? 

♦ % 
YES,. 3.2 
no... 5<4.5 
DK... t 1.5 
NA. ••{••• .0.3 
N/fcPP...40.5 


^ f§ v l^ ? ^^^^ ! 


^^^^^^^^^ 


COWCNTS: 

V 

r 


' Q.> (26/33) i 
Did. you itemize ' 
deductions op 
your 1979U.S. 
Income Tax Return? 
• % 

YES. 2 * 7 
NO.. 54 - 9 (Q.37) 
OK.. 1-9 (Q.37) 
N/AFP. . . 
40.5 


^^^^ 

f*fW^ ■ > * <J« 
-> ' \ v r ' " 

V > ' k %>< ' ' 
vi f ''""ft > ' ' ^ i 

**v s ' * . v ' ^ 




COMMENTS: 

y 

•4» 



i 



ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



A. Please show me 
the {document/ 
paper) ytfu have 
to (verify /prove) 
this. . 



8. What«4document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
' filled out? 



C. (PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 



0-36 (26/33) 
taat was the total 
amount of itemized 
deductions for 
you (or your 
spouse) on your 
1979 U.S. Income 
Tax Return? 

N=65 



•0.3 



% 

OK. 1.1 (Q. 368) 

NA...0.1 
N/APP. . . 
97.3 



NO DOCUMENT AT ION. q ^ 
1040 - SCHED. A • 

LINE 39... 
1040 - SCHED. A - 

LINE 39 - 

WORKSHEET Q .9 

NOTARIZED 

STATEMENT q 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 

0.2 

LEFT IT BLANK. ...0 

DON'T KNOW 0 

N/kPP 98.5 



Q.37 (28/33) 
Nextr, we need to 
determine your 
total income 
during 1979 . 
What was your • 
1979 income 
earned from 
work? If you 
owned a farm or 
business , also 
include income 
from that. 
N= 3744 

$ X= 1842 
NONE. 26.8 

OK.*. 12.8(Q.378) 
NA 0.1 



% 

NO DOCUMENTATION 43 q 
1040 - LINE 8 

(13 & 19) 1.0 

104QA - LINE 7.. 4.4 

W-2 FORMS....... 11.3 

10*9 FORMS.'..... q ! 

1040 - LINE 8 

(13 & 19) . 

WORKSHEET 2.6' 

1040A - LINE 7 - 

WORKSHEET 11.9 

NOTARIZED 

STATEMENT 0.1 

OTHER (SPECIFY) • 

2,8 

LEFT *IT BLANK... q.7 

DON'T KNOW 0^3 

NA 9.0 

N/^PP 12.9 



oh < PR > 

0.4 

1.2 
0 

0.4 



PROBE: % 

Renanbered/Knew 0.1 

NA 0.1 

N/APP 99.7 



COMMENTS: 



0 

0.3 

NA 0.1 

N/APP. 97.3 



>23?9< PR > 

, 2.4 
7.2 
21.5 



0.1 

3.9 
17.2' 
0.2 

4.5 

3.0 
6.2 
9.6 



PR08E: 

% 

Remembered/knew. ..... 15. 1 

Estimated/Guessed. . . 5.9 
Consulted Prof es- " 

sional 0.2 

Don't Know 0.8 

NA 1.7 

N/APP 76.1 



COWCNTSi 



L 



ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



A. Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 



B. What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form waa 
filled oat? 



€• (PROBE): How did' you figure 
out the answer to this question? 



Q.38 (28/33) 
(IF MARRIED WHEN 
APPLICATION FILLED 
OUT, ASK: ) What 
was your soouse *s 
1979 income earned 
from work? If- 
(he/she) owned 
a business or 
farm, also 
include income 
from that. 

• *N=333 



s X=4593 



NONE. 

,0K... 

I 



% 

2.1 
0.8 



N/APP / 

91.4/ 

/ 

• (29a/33>- 
Did/you (or your 
spouse) receive 
any Social 
/ / Security benefits 
in 1979? Also 
include any 
amount received 
for children 
under 18 years 
of age. 

% 

YES. 13.1 
NO. . 86.6Q-* 1 > 
wc.. o.2C-* 1 ) 



% 
2. 



NO DOCUMENTATION. 
1040 <- LINE 8 

(13 & 19) 0.2 

104QA - LINE 7... 0.2 

W-2- FORMS 2.4 

1099 FORMS....... 0 

1040 - LINE 8 
(13 & 19) - 
WORKSHEET...... 0.9 

1040A - LINE 7 - 

WO fo< SHEET . • • • 0.8 
NOTARIZED , ^ 
STATE^T 0 

OTHER fSPECIFY) 

/ 0.2 



itfl IT BLANK. 
DON'T KNOW.... 

m 

N/&FP 



. 0 
. 0 

, 0.4 
,92.3 



/ 

./. 0.3 

< 0.3 

2.9 

0 

1.1 

l.i 

' 0 

. - 0:3 

T77TT777 0.2 

0.3 

0:5 

91.4 



PROBE: 

% • 

Ranaribered/Knew 1.1 

Estimated/Guessed . . 0.2 

NA 0.1 

N/APP 98.6 



COrtCNTS: 




CQKMENTS: 



ASK. OF: ALL STUDENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



Q.40 (29a/33) 
What was the total 
amount of Social 
Security benefits 
received in 
1979? 



N=473 
X= 1969 



OK. 

N/APP 



— r 

2.0 
86.9 



A. Please show me 
» the (document/ 
. paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) ' 
this. 



What, (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 



% . 

NO DOCUMENTATION. 8.9 

SS FORM 2458 1.2 

STATEMENT FROM 

SS OFFICE 1.7 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 

0.6 


% 

4.5(PR) 

1.4 

3.7 

1.2 






DON'T KNOW 


1.3 

0.7 


N/APP 86.9 


86.9 



C. (PROBE): How did you figure 
6ut the answer to this question? 



PROBE: % 

BQTiertered/Knew . 3.0 

^timated/Guess^d. . 1.1 
Consulted Prof^s- 

sional Z.... 0.1 

Don't Know.../ 0.1 

NA ./. 0.2 

■N/APP 1 ^.^ 

COMMENTS: ' 



' Q.41 (29b/33) 
Did you (or your 
spouse) receive 
child support 
in 1979? (ir R 



IN DOUBT, PROBE: 

Was the check 

made out to you?) 
% 



YES. 

NO. • 

DK. • • 
NA. .0. 



.2.5 
°-^43) 



COMMENTS: 





9 

ERIC 



233 



ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



A. Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 



B. What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 



C. (PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 



Q.42 X29b/33) 
What was the • 
total 0 ' amount of 
child support 
received in 
1979? 



N=94 



f 



$ X=1469 



% 

OK. 0.3 (Q.428) 
N/ftPP. . . 
97.5 



% 

NO DOCUMENTATION. 1.3 
DIVORCE DECREE... 0.3 

COURT ORDER 0.1 

SEPARATION 

AGREEMENT 0.1 

NOTARIZED 

STATEMENT 0. 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 

0.2 

DON* T KNOW 0. 

:*a o.i 

tf/ftPP 97.8 



Q.O (29b/33) 

Did you (or your 

spouse) receive 

Aid to Dependent 

Children (ADD) or 

other welfare 

in 1979? 
1 % 

yes: 7.1 

NO. . 92* *XQ.45) 
OK.. O.tfQ.45) 





% 

.l.l(PR) 

.0.4 

.0.1 

.0.1 

.0.1 

~0.3 " 

70.2 
*0.2 
97.5 



PROBE: 

% 

Ranembered/Knew. . . . . . 0.6 

Estimated/guessed. ... 0.3 

NA ' 0.1 

N/ftPP 98.9 



COMMENTS: 



/V- 



COMMENTS: 



y. 



ASK OR* --ALL -STUDENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



A. Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 



What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applies* 
tion form was 
filled out? 



C. (PR38£): How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 



Q.44 (29b/33) 
What was the 
total amount 
received from 
ADC or welfare 
in 1979? 



N=276 
$ X=2534 



% 

NO DOCUMENTATION.. 4.6 
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 

LETTER LI 

OTHER (SPECinr) 
0.2 

DON 1 T KNOW 0. 

NA 0.4 

N/kPP 193.6 



% 

0K - 0.7 
N/APP... 
92.9 



.448) 



% 

3 - 5 (PR) 

2.1 

0.4 

777777 0-5 

J 0.6 

92.9 



PROBE: % 

Renanribered/knew 2.3 

Estimated/guessed . . . 0.9 
Consulted Profes- 
sional 0.1 

NA 0.2 

N/APP 9 6.5 

COMMENTS: 



(29b/33) 
Did you (or your 
spouse) receive 
veterans benefits 
other than educa- 
tional benefits 
in 1979? Include 
Death tension and 
Dependency and 
Indemnity Compen- 
sation (OIC) 
benefits. 

YES Q7 # Q 

DK. . °- 1 (Q.47) 




<<<; 



COMhENTS: 



1 



ASK OF: ALL STUDENT?^ 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



A. Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 



B. What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when, the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 



C. (PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 



Q.A6 (29b/33) 
)rthat was the total 
amount of veterans 
benefits received 
in 1979? 



N=78 



NO DOCUMENTATION.. 

va ro rm ••••••••••• 

STATEMENT VA 

OFFICE 

STATEMENT VA 

COUNSELOR. ..<*... 
OTHER (SPECIFY) 



1.2 
0.3 

0.3 



0. 



0.1 



LEFT IT BLANK. 
DON'T KNOH 



$X=1410 



0 
0 



' % 
OK.' 0.2 .46B) 

*/ftPP 98.0 



N/APP 98.2 



% 

0.7(PR) 

0.3 



0.6. 

0. 
0.1 

0. 
0.2 
98.0 



% 

PROBE t 

Remenfoered/knew 0.4 

Estimated/guessed 0.2 

NA 6.1 

N/APP : ...99.3 



COMMENTS: 



0 

ERIC 



\ 











ASK 


OF: ALL STUDENTS 


Q.47 (29b/33) 
Oid you (or yoor spouse) receive or 
earn any other income in 1979 that we * 
haven't already talked about, such as: I 


F YES - 


» 


J 

Q.48 (29b/33) 

What was the total 

• 

amount received from 
(SOURCE) in 1979? 


^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 




YES 


NO 


DK 






% 


% 


• % 






3.0 




0 


W=112 
$ X=1125 


1 M 1 1 1 I | 








8. Interest on tax-free bonds? 




J 


0.1. 


0 • 1% 

N=4 

$ X=47 ' ? 


13 14 15 16 17 18 






i i i i i i r i 


C. Untaxed portion of pensions and 


0.1 


QQ P 


u. ± 


N=3 
X=2066 

$ 


1' fcU £1 LJ L.H 






1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 


V 

0. Living and housing allowances?.... 


1.1 


98.8 


0 


N=35 
$ X-1496 


25 26 27 28 * 29. 30 
I'M 1 1 1 1 1 


E. Earnings from work not reported 


3.3 


96.5 


0.\L 


<* 0.3% 

IN — ±~£*\J 

X=519 


31 32 33 34 35, 36 

V 






I I I I I I I I 










« 0.5% 


37 38 39 40 41 42 


f. *ny other income? (SPECIFY) 


5.6 


'94.1 


0.1 


N=215 
$ X=1035 


IJI LI I I I m 












43 44 45 46 47 48 
I I I 


** 

G. (If NECESSARY : ) Any other income? 
(SPECIFY) 


0.4 


98.0 


0 


N=14 
v. X=1792 


49 p 50 

i i i i i i i ' i 












51 52 53 54 55 56 












I I I 

57 58 



* Ques. 47F: Not Asoertained= 0.2% 
** Ques. »47G: Ndt Asoertained= 1.7% 



\ 

V 



\ 



ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS 



VERIFICATIQN^EM 

\ 


A. Please show me 

the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 


B» What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 


C. (PROBE) : How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 


Be sure to tell me if you had any trouble with any item xfien the grant application was 
filled out. 


0.49 (30/33) 
Did you (or your 
spouse) pay any 
medical or dental 
expenses in 1979? 
Oo not include 
amounts covered by 
insurance or the 
cost of insurance 
premiums. 

% - 
YES.. 27.1 
NO... 71.3(Q.51) 
DK... * 1.5(Q # 51) 




^^^^^^ 

" 


COMMENTS: 

- J 


What was the total 
amount you (or 
your spouse) paid 
in 1979? 

A 

N=975 B 
X=290 

$ 

OK. 4.4 (Q.508) 
N/APP. - . 
72.9 


% 

NO DOCUMENTATION. . 15. £ 
1040 - SCHEDULE A . 
LINES 2 & 6 (a, 

CANCELLED CHECXS.. 2.5 

STATEMENT FROM 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 

1 0.3 

LEFT IT BLANK 0.1 

NA. .....*•...•. Q.2 

N/ftFP 77.3 


% 

9.8 (PR) 

0.9 

....... 4.2 

3.4 

3.4 


.PR08£. % 
Estimated/guessed. ...4.5 


— : .0.3 

2.3 * 

..... 0.4 
..... 72* 9 


COMMENTS: 

% 



/ 



xi cak>.; v * 



ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



Q.51 (31/33) 
Did you (or your 
spouse) pay for 
elementary, junior 
high, 'or high 
school tuition for 
children in your 
household in 1979? 
Don't include any 
high school 
tuition for your- 
self, if you paid 
any* 

•% 

YES.... 1.2 

KQ 98.7q.53) 

DK 0 (Q.53) 



Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. \ 



B. What (document/ 
paper) was used - 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
' filled out? 




C. (PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 



COMMENTS: 



Q.52 (31/33) 
What was the total 
amount you (and 
your spouse) 
paid in 1979? 



N=45 
X=507 



DK. 



0.1 



N/APP.98.8 



(Q.52B) 



% 

NO pOCUMENTATION. • 0.6 
CANCELLED CHECKS. • 0.2 

CASH RECEIPTS 0.1 

STATEMENT FROM 

SCHOOL 0-1 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 



% 

.0.4 (PR) 

.P. 3 
.0.1 



LEFT IT BLANK. 
DON'T KNOW^... 
N/APP. 



"0. 

I 0 

.99,0 



0.1 



— 0 

**b.2 

!98.8 



PROBE: °V % 
ReraemfceradAnew. . . . . 0.2 
Estimated/guessed. . . 0.2 
N/APR. 99.6 



COMMENTS: 



ERLC 



25^ 



ASK OF; ALL STUDENTS 





A* Please show me 


B. What (document/ 


C (PROBE): How did vnu finura 




the (document/ 


paper) was used 


out the answer to this question? 


VERIFICATION I TEH 


paper) you have 


when the applica- 






to (verify/prpve) 


tion form was 






this. 


filled out? 





During the next series of questions, I'm going to ask you to give me the amount of 
certain items when the application form was filled out on (DATE FROM LABEL) ., 



Q.53 (34/38) 
When the applica- \ 
tion was filled 
out, what was the 
total amount of 
your (or your 
spouse's) savings 
and checking 
accounts, excluding 
any amounts you 
received from 
educational loans 
or grants? 



']*= 3915 
X= 197 
%- 



NONE. 

DK . . . 



42.8Q.54) 
8.8Q.53B) 
, 0.1 



NO DOCUMENTATION.. 24.9 

BANK BOOKS 14.0 

8ANK STATEMENTS... 7.8 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 

0.9 

i * 

LEFT IT BLANK 0 

DON'T KNOW 0 

NA. : 0.8 

N/APP 51.'5 



% 

.. 8.6 (PR) 

..26.7 

..13.8" 



2.0 




PROBE: 

Ramenibered/Knew. ... 3.6 
Estlimated/Guessed . . 4.0 
Consulted Profes- 
sional* 0.1 

Don't Know 0.3 

NA '. 0.5 

N/APP 91.4 



COMMENTS: 



/ Q.54 (34/38) 
When the applica- 
tion was filled 
out, how much 
cash - not in 
savings or checking 
accounts - did you 
(or your spouse) 
have? Exclude any 
amounts received 
f rom educational 
loans or grants. 

^=3734 
X=15 

$ 

% 

NONE.. 45.8 
DK. ... 12.8 

na.\. o.3 




COMMENTS: 



v^V''/" >'' 



/ 



ERIC 



ASK OF:. ALL STUDENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 


A. Please show me 
the ( dorunent / 

paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 


Be What (document/ 

A ****** Aft ] fcj m a* ha *jJ 

paper; was usee 
when' the applica- 
tion form was ' 
filled oo£? 


C (PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 


Q.55 (35/38) 
Old you (or your 
spouse) own a home 
when the applies- 
tion was filled 
out? % 
YES.. . 3.7 
N0....3O.Z (q.58) 


^^^^ 


flSfleflH 


COMfCNTS: 

* -* 


Q.5* (35/38) 
Whst was your 
(or your spouse's) 
home .worth when 
the application 
waa filled out? r 

tt=150 
$ X=25,600 


NO DOCUMENTATION. . 2.0 

APPRAISAL... oil 

STATEMENT FROM 
LOCAL REAL 

estate orncE... o 

TAX ASSESSMENT 

FORMS 0.5 

PROPERTY INSURANCE °* 4 
OTHER (SPECIFY) g.3 


1.6 (PR) 

0.3 (PR) 

0-6 (PR) . 

0.4 (p R ) 

0.5 

(PR) 


PROBE: % 

Renepfoered/Knew 1.3 

Estimated/guessed • 1.4 

Consulted Profes- 

Don't Know . 4 o.l 


COMMENTS: 


OK. % (Q.56B) 

N/APP.,.. 
96.3 


LEFT IT BLANK q 

DON'T KNOW a 

NA 0.1 

N/APP 96.4 

* 


0.1 (PR) 

...... 96 . 3 


Q.57 (35/38) 
What was owed on 
the home 
including any 
unpaid mortgages 
and related debts 
when the appli- 
cation was filled 
out? 

N=148 
s X=16,976 1 

NONE. 

% 1 
OK... 0.3 IQ-57B) I 

XT /7VTYT> 

96.3 


% 

NO DOCUMENTATION. • 1 
MONTHLY MORTGAGE 

STATEMENTS Q 7 

MORTGAGE CREDIT 

COPY OF STATEMENT 

OF LOANS ON 

PROPERTY "o 3 

PURCHASE CONTRACT, q.1 
CANCELLED CHECKS OR 

RECEIPTS FOR 

MORTGAGE 

PAYMENTS o 2 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 

n i 

.EFT IT BLANK u 

NA. ........... 0.1 

N/APP 96.6 


•.-•0.9< PR ) 

-0.9 (Q - 59 ) 

—o.o<Q- 59 > 

0.1 ' 

o i (Q,59) 

:v:::-.vo:? ft - 59) 

•••••• 96 . 3 


PROBE: % 

kementoered/Knew 0.3 

Estimated/guessed 0.4 


COMMENTS: 

• • 

* 

■4 

■ 



ERIC * 



o~ 7 



( 



ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS 



• 

VERIFICATION ITEM 


A. Please show me t 
the (document/ 
paper)" you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 


8. What (document/ 
m paper) was used 

when the applica- 
. tion form was 
filled^out? 


C. (PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 

* 


Q.58 (35/38)5 
Do you have any- 
thing to prove 
that you (end y^our 
spouse) do not 
own e hone, such 
as rent receipts 
or a lease? 
% 

YES. 22.7. 

NO. . 73.3<Q.59) 

NR.. 0.2 

N/APP 

3.7 


* 

RENT RECEIPTS....: U.J 
LEASE AGREEMENTS. . 5. J 
CANCELLED CHECXS.. 4.1 
1040 - SCHEDULE A, 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 

OA 




COMMENTS: 

a 

i 


0.59 (36/38) 

When the appli- - 

1 cation was filled 

| out, did you (or 

your spouse) h*ve 

investments and/or 

other real estate? 

Investments include 

trust funds, 

stocks, bonds , and 

other securities. 
% 

YES. 2 «5. 
NO. . 97 * 1 (Q.62) • 
DK. . °* 3 <G.62) * 
NR.. 0.1 

i 

m 


&t&&fip#t*&r feXy ft ; 
< t ii? , ^ < 

<<>x^.> 


^vV'*' 

r?"»ii^t' A r v s 
, '-/ V* - .v- w C 


COMMENTS: 

* 



ERIC 



r 



1 



ASK OF j ALL STUDENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you htve 

to (verify/prove) 
this. 



Q.60 (36/36) 
Whit was the total 
value of your (or 
your spouse's) 
investments and/or 
other real estate 
when the appli- 
cation was filled 
out? 



I 1^86 
! S X=2396 



DK. 



1J/&PP. 



% *Q.60B) 
0.5- 



97.5' 



NO DOOJMENTATIQNh \ % 
PURCHASE CONTRACTS 0. # 
STATEMENT FROM REAL 



What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 



ESTATE ACJfENT. . • • 
STATEMENT FROM 

STOCK BROKER.... 
PROPERTY INSURANCE 
OTHER (SPECIFY) 



0. 

o. 

0.3 



LEFT IT BLANK. 
DON 1 T KNOW. . . . 
NA. ........ 

N/APP 



• 0. 

• 0. 

. 0.1 
98.0 



-% 

0.8 (PR) 
0. 

0. 

0.1 
0. 



PROBE: 

Remembered/Knew. . . 
Estimated/Guessed . 
VAPP 



.0.4 



..0.2 
,. 0.5 
,.0.2 
.97.5 



C. (PROBE): How did you figure 
out t„he answer to this question? 



% 
0.5 
0.3 
99.2 



COMMENTS: 



Q.61 (36/38) 
How 'much was owed 
on these invest- 
ments and/or real 
£State when the - 
application was 
filled out? 



N=101 



*X=876 



2 1 
NONE. t't'. 

fep.::.. (Q - 6i8) 



97.5 



S"" 

NO DOCUMENTATION. • 1.2 

STATEMENT FROM 

MORTGAGE COMPANY g.l 
STATEMENT FROM 

BROKER (j* 

PURCHASE CONTRACT, o! 
OTHER (SRECIFY) 

0. 



7 (PR) 



LEFT IT BLANK. 
DON'T KNOW...*.. 
NA. ........ 

N/&PP 



• 0. 

• 0. 

. 0.8 
.97.7 



• 0. 

• 0.1 

• 0.1 

'. 0.1 

• 0.1 

• 0.4' 
0.9 

97.7 



PROBE: 

Remsntered/Knew. 

SIA 

ST/RPP 



0.6 
0.1 
99.3 



COMMENTS: 



ERIC 



25.9 



s 



ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



Please show me* 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 




What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 



Cf (PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 



Q.62 (37/38) 
When the eppli- 
cation was filled 
out, did you (or 
your spouse) 
own a business? 

% " 
YES. . .0.4 
N0...99.5Q # 65) 
c OK*...0.:fccU65) 



COMMENTS J 



Q.63 (37/38) 
Vftiat 1 was the value 
of (your spouse's 
or) your (or 
your share of the) 
businesses ) when 
the application 
was / filled out? 



J 



NO DOCUMENTATION.. 
STATEMENT FROM , 
REAL ESTATE V 
OFFI CE .......... 

PURCHASE AGREEMENT 
INVENTORY 'ASSESS- 

MENT. 
PROPERTY INSURANCE 
OTHER (SPECIFY) 



0. 



LEFT IT BLANK 0. 

DON'T KNOW. 0. 

N/APP 99.7 



X=ll,899 



OK. 



N/APP. 



% (Q.638) 
0.1 
.99.6 



..i.... 0.1(p R ) 

' o. '> •.' 



PROBE: , % 
Estimated/Guessed. ... 0,1 
N/APP 99.9 



: o!l 



o: 



. . . . • • •" 0 . 
.....•« 0* 

......99.6> 



COMMENTS:, 



ERIC 



'no 



\ 



ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS 



^fcRIFICATION ITEM 


* 

A. Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 


EL What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 


C. (PR08E): How did you figurr 
out the answer .to this question? 

A' 

I. 


,Q.64 (37/38) 
tttit was the total 
amount of (your 
spouse's or) your 
(or your share of) 
mortgages or 
related debts for 
which your busi- 
Kgs_s(es) (was/ 
were) used 
as collateral? 

N=15 

>_ X=4767 
• 

NONE 

OK. 0, (Q.64B) 

,N/AFP 

99,6 


% 

NO DOCUMENTATION, • q • 

COPY OF MORTGAGE 
STATE>€NT q 

COPY OF STATEMENTS 
OF LOANS AGAINST 
BUSINESS o 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 

LEFT IT 8LANK Q; 

DON'T KNOW o" 

K/AFP 99.' 


% 

L 0.l( p R> 

■. 0. 

v 0. 

* . • — 

o. 

,0. 

J 0.2 

' 99.6 

* 


% •* 

PROBE: ( 

Remerabered/Kriew d.l , 

\ 

COMMENTS: ^ 

* ^" 


Q.65 (37/38) 
,When the aafrti- 
cation was 
filled out, did 
?you^(or your 
spouse) own a 
farm? 

% 1 
YES, .04* . 
NO, .99. 9$Q.68) 
OK.. 0.0(Q. 6Q ) 




V ^ >• 

" / * /» < : 

'^/jSrf;./ 


"COMMENTS: 

\ 

- 1 

) ' 



- CARD * "V i-k 
* 10 tt 



ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



A, Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to- (verify/prove) 
this. 



Q.66 (37/38) 
What was the value 
of (your spouse's 
or) your (or your 
share of the) 
farm(s) when the 
application was 
filled out? 




* ^(0.668) 



N/APP 



^9.96 



What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 



% 



02 



0. 



NO DOCUMENTATION, 
STATEMENT FROM 
REAL ESTATE 

OFFI'CE 

COPY OF OWNERSHIP 

AGREEMENT Q. 

STATEMENT OF 

INVENTORY g. 

PROPERTY INSURANCE q] 
OTHER (SPECIFY) 
.02 

LEFT IT BLANK Q 

DON'T KNOW 0 

N/APP .... 99.96 



C, (PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 



.02 (W 



0. 



0. 

■0. 



,02 



••0 
••0 

,99.96 



PROBE: 

Consulted Profes- 
sional 

N/APP 



99 



,02 
,98 



COMMENTS: 



Q.67 (37/38) 
What was the 
amount of (your 
spouse's and) 
' your (or your 
share of) mort- 
gages or related 
debts for which 
your farm(s) 
(was/were) used 
as collateral? 



N=2 



% 

NO DOCUMENTATION. . .02 
MORTGAGE STATEMENTS. 
COPY Of OUTSTANDING 

LOANS OR DEBTS.. .02 
OTHER (SPECIFY) 

- 0. 

LEifT IT BLANK:.... 0. 

DON'T KNOW "0. 

N/APP 99.96 



. (PR) 
0.4 



0. 
0. 



PROBE: 
N/APP. 



100 • 



, 0. 

, o. 

,99.96 



X=158,500 



NONE. 
DK 

N/APP. 



0. 



.0.676) 



99.96 



COMMENTS: 



( 



ASK OF: ALL STUDENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



Pleise show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this., 



What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 



C. (PROBE): How did you figdre 
out the answer to this queftic 



Q.6B (40) 
N Whst is the amount 
of veterans edu- 
cation benefits 
you personally 
will receive per 
month from July 1, 
1980 to June 30, 
1981? Include 
only the benefits 
from the GI Bill 
and Veterans or 
Dependents Edu- 
cational, Assist- 
ance Prdgrajw. 
N=4284 

$ X=11.96 
% 

none. 95.$G.70) • 
DK. -3[G.68B) 



MIT 
3& 



ON. 
2A. 



VA FORM #833 
STATEMENT VA X 

orricE .... 

STATEMENT VA ' 

COUNSELOR 0 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 

0 



LEFT IT BLANK 

DON 1 T KNOW..;.:.. 
N/&PP, 96. 



NA. 



0.9 
1.0 

0.1 

0.2 



PROBE: . 

Remembered/Knew o . ! 

Estimated/Guessed 0 . : 

NA -.. o.: 

N/APP 98.! 



"0.1 
0.3 
.95.9 
! 0.3 




0.69 (40) 
for how many 
months do you 
expect to receive 
these veterans 
educational 
'benefits between 
July 1, 1980 and 
June 30, 19B1?* 

N=167 

X=9. 44 - 



2. 3 
0.S 



F 

NO DOCUMENTATION. 
VA FORM #B332-2A. 
STATEMENT VA 

OFFICE 0.7 

STATEMENT VA 

COUNSELOR 0. 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 

0. 




[/Knew. . . 
.ted/Guessed. 



0.1 
0.1 



N/APP. 



■ 019 
0.2 
0.2 

98.7 



(NO. OF MONTHS) 

. % 

OK.. °-3q.69B) 
NA 0.1 

N/APP 

95.9 



LEFT IT BLANK. 
DON'T KNOW.... 

NA 

VAPP 



0 
0 

, 0.1 
96.1 



_ 0.1 
' 0.3 
0.4 
.95.9 



COMMENTS: 



ERIC 



2C3 



• R 6 IS5T 



PERS 



P STAT CARD fiLANK 0O1SP 



I I I 1 I i i I I I tjj f I IJHJJ I I t 

1 _ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 1A 



DATE FINALIZED 
m DO 



15 16 



17 18 



BATCH 



VAl 



_( I I I I I I I I I 

19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 



OMB No.: 1840-0033 
Expires: July 1, 1981 



BASIC EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANT QUALITY CONTROL STUDY 
PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE 



AFFIX LABEL HERE 



Conducted For: Division oF Quality Assurance 

OFFice oF Student Financial Assistance 
U.S. Department oF Education 



^Survey conducted by: 

West at, Inc. 

.1650 Research Blvd. 

Rockville, Md. 20B50 



As part oF a study conducted in aFFiliation with: 

Advanced Technology) Inc. 
7923 Jones Branch Drive 
McLean, Virginia 22102 



Hellp, my name! is (YOUR NAME) (SHOW ID BADGE). I am with Westat, Inc., a survey 
research Firm. We are doing the UIS. Department oF Education study oF the problems 
people have with the Financial aid application Forms For Basic Educational Opportunity 
GrantsA 1 am here to speak with (NAME OF RESPONDENT) about the application Form 
Filled out For the 1980-81 school year. 



(jONFIDENTIAt ITY AND PRIVACY 

This study is being conducted according to the regulations oF the Privacy Act. The 
primary reason F6r the study is to obtain information to improve the way the grant 
program works. However, . this information will become part oF the existing Basic Edu- 
cational Opportunity Grant System oF Records and may result in changes in the amount oF 
your (son's/daughter's) grant. I personally have signed a statement swearing not to 
reveal any information you give me during this interview, except For the purpose oF 
this study and 'as required by law. 



7^ 



ERJC 



9o 



^4 



TIME BEGAN: | | | 



AM 
PM 



ASK OF: ALL PARENTS 



SECTION A 



The people who administer the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant program have found that errors 
sometimes happen because the forms aren't clear. We would like to learn more about any problems 
that you had when (BEOG RECIPIENT) applied for an educational grant for the 1980-1981 school year. 



Q.»1, Please take a minute to scan this financial aid application fdrm and tell me about the 

itew that gave you any trouble. (HAND £ ONE-PAGE FuRM.) (IF JR. HAS A PROBLEM, HAND CARD 
A AND ASK:) For which of the following reasons was there trouble answering this question? 
(FOR EACH PROBLEM, RECORD ITEM NUMBER FROM FORM, WRITE PROBLEM TYPE CODE NUMBER, AND 
OESCRIBE THE PR08LEM.) 



HAND, R 
ONE -PAGE 
APPLl- 
CATION 
rORM 



YES, JR HAD PROBLEMS 1 (RECORD BELOW) 

NO, jfblDN'T HAYE PROBLEMS. . . . \ 2 (0.2) 



HAND 
CARD 
A 



ERLC 



ITEM 


PROBCEM type 


DESCRIBE PROBLEM 


NUMBER 


1. UNDER. QUEX. 

2. UNDER. INSTR. 

3. NO DOC 

4. QUEX. INAPP. 

5. OTHER 


✓ 

< 






\ 
\ 






i 

l 






i j 




-"T" 




! 


1 


i 1 


i 
i 
\ 


i 


1 

1 


I 


r 


» 


! . ■ 

i 


! 

j 


' 


t 

T . 1 












i 






— '- — * — : — - — i 


1 

! 

i 




; J 








/ 




\— , 


A 
















, 



I I 

27 

MM 



28 29 
DO 

I I I 

30 31 

YY 

I I I 

32 33 



ASK OF: ALL PARENTS 



Q.2 




When/the form was filled out, did you ask anyone for help vt\o was not a member of your 
family? Here is a card that lists people you might have. aVked. Old you ask: (ASK Q.3 
AND Q,4 FOR EACH "YES* 1 IN Q.2, AFTER OBTAINING ANSWERS FOR A THROUGH H.) 



IF YES . 



SOURCE 



2* 



A. Someone in the Financial 

Aid Office? 

8. A member of the faculty 
or counselor at the school 
(8E0G RECIPIENT) attends? . . 

C. A high school counselor?. . 

Someone at a toll free 
telephone number? 

E. Someone at the Department 
of £ducation? 

F. Someone at t^s American 
College Test -Center in 
Iowa (ACT)? \ 

G. Friends?* ........ . 

H. Or someone else? (SPECIFY) 



6.7 



90. 9 2.9 



3.0 
5.1 
2.1 

0.2 

0.8 

4.1 
3.5 



NO. 



• Q.3* 

What kind of help did 
you get? (PROBE WITH 
CATEGORIES IF NECESSARY) 



CLARIf . 
OF 4 

Qua. „ 



94. 
92. 
95. 

97.1 

96.5 

92.6 
73.^ 



1.3 
2.2 
1.0 

0.1 

0.4 

1.9 
0.9 



INFO. TO 
ANSWER 
QUEX. „ 



1.3 

0.5 
0.7 
0.6 

0.1 

0.1 

0.7 
1.1 



ADMIN. 
HELP, 
% 



1.4 
0.5 
1.3 
.2 

0. 

0.1 

0.5 
0.6 



OTH^R 



0.7 

0.3 
0.6 
0.2 

0. 

m 

0.1 

0.7 
0.5 



Q.4 * 
Were you satis- 
fied with the 
help you got? 



5.6 

2.5 
4.1 
1.7 

0.1 

0.7 

'3.2 
2.9 



NO 

% 



0.7 

0.3 
0.7 
0.3 

0. 

.0-1 

0.5 
0.3 



0.] 

0.] 
0.] 

0. 

* 

0. 

0.1 
0 



Q.5 



Q.6 



Q.7 



HAND R 
SER ~ 



Was the fprm filled out without reading any of the instructions? % 

' YES . . . 5.5 (Q.7) 

NO 64.7 

DON'T KNOW 28 e' 0,75 

NA \ 1.2 

Were all the instructions read when the form was filled out, or were some of ' 
the instructions read when the form was filled out? % 

50.1 

12.3 

2.0 

.-..v..-.:.. 0.3 . 

N/APP 35.3 

Eligibility Report (SER). (HANO R THE SER) Did 
in the mail? - ^ 

. 42.2 



ALL INSTRUCTIONS. 
SOME INSTRUCTIONS 
DON'T KNOW. . . . 



Here is a copy of the Studei 
you ever receive one of( thes 




Don't Knew or 
Q. 2* "Not ascertainable 



yes ... . 

no 

DON'T KNOW. 
NA 



0.3* Not Ascertainable 



33.4 (BOX 2, PAGE 5) 
2^ (BOX 2, PAGE 5) 

0.4* Not Ascertainable 



A. 2.4 % 

B. 2.7 

C. 2.5 

D. 2.6 



E. 2.7% 

F. 2.7 

G. 3.3 

H. 23.1 



A. 0.5% 

B. 0.3 

C. 0.3 

D. 0.1 



E. 0. 

P. 0.1 

G. 0.2 

H. 0.3 



A. 0.4% 

B. 0.2 
-C. 0.2 
D. 0. 



E. 0. 

F. 0.1 

G. 0.2 

H. 0.2 



ERIC 



ASK OF: ALL PARENTS 



Did you receive a (Student Eligibility Report/SER) for (BEOS RECIPIENT) more 
than once for the 1980-81 school year? 

% 

YES . . . 17.0 

NO. . . . 2( M(Q.U) 

DON* T KNOwl 4 - 7 (Q.U) 

NA i 0.1 

N/APP 57.8 

Sometimes students who apply for financial aid are asked to explain information 
on the (Student Eligibility Report/SER). Did you or (BEOG RECIPIENT) have to 
explain any information? * 

% 

YES 10.5 

><0 6.0(0.13) 

DON 1 T KNOW 0.4CQ.13) 

N/M>P 83.0 

Sometimes students are asked to explain this information before they receive the 
final (Student Xligibility Report/SER) that authorizes the Financial Aid 
Officer to give them the grant, and sometimes they are asked to explain 
information after they receive the final (Student Eligibility Report/SER). 
Did you or (8E0S RECIPIENT) have to explain any information before receiving 
the final (Student Eligibility Report/SER), after receiving the final 
(Student Eligibility Report/SER), or both before and after? - % 

BEFORE FINAL SER 7.3 

AFTER FINAL, SER 1-0 (Q.12) 

BOTH BEFORE AND AFTER 3-5 

DON* T KNOW . 0.7 (p. 13) 

N/&PP ' 89.5 

Did you get help from anyone outside your family wen you were asked to 
explain information before receiving the final (Student Eligibility 
Report/SER)? V ^ 

YES 2 - 8 

NO. r j, 5 - 8 

DON'T KNOW. P- 1 

NA 0.2 

N/APP 91.2 



BOX 1 






INTERVIEWER, CHEQC Q.10 AND COO E ONE: 


% 




Q.10 = 1 


7,3 


(Q.13) 
CQ.12) 




1.5 




.91.2 



Did you get help from anyone outside your family when you were asked to 
explain information after receiving the final (Student Eligibility 
Report/SER)? 



V re 0.'6 

::::::::::: \\ 

K7.S!?:/.:.:.::.:.-.:.::.:5:i 

N/fcEg.^...... 97.5 



V. 

ASK OF: ALL PARENTS 
. ^ i 
Q.13 When the final (Student Eligibility Report/SER) was received, did you or ( BEOG . 

RECIPIENT) know what to do with it from the instructions that cane with it, or 
did you ask someone outside your family what to do with it? 

% 

KNEW WITHOUT ASKING -^3 (BOX 2, PAGE 5) 

ASKED OUTSIDE FAMILY 2.1 (BOX 2, PAGE 5) 

DON'T KNOW 0 . # 6 (BOX 2, PAGE 5) 

N/APP 83.0 

Q.14 Sometimes students who apply for financial aid are asked to explain 

information on the (Student Eligibility Report/SER). DipVyou or 
4 (BEOG RECIPIENT) have to explain any information? 

% 

rcs^y 5.0 

NO. > tf. . . 17.3(Q.U) 

DON'T KNOW 2.2 (Q. 16) 

NA 0.6 

N/APP 74.8 

Q.15 Did you get ^\elp from anyone outside your family when you were asked 
to explain the information? 

0 % 

YES 0.8 

NO ' \ . . . . 4.1 

DON'T KNOW 0.1 

NA 0.1 

N/APP v ..95.0 

Q.16 V/hen the (Student Eligibility Report/SER)° was received, did-you or 
(BEOG RECIPIENT) knew what to do with it from the instructions that 
came with it, or did you ask someone outside your family what to do 
with it? 

% 

. KNEW WITHOUT ASKING 20.5 ' 

I ASKED OUTSIDE FAMILY % 2.0 

DON'T KNOW. . 1.6 

NA 1.1 

N/APP ^4.8 



ERIC 



9_ . pp w 

v. ** KJ 



N 



^ ASK OF; All PARENTS 

SECTION B 



BOX 2 

In this section, I will be asking you some questions about items from ( BEOG RECIPIENT'S) 
financial aid application for the 1*80-81 school year. The U.S. Department of Education is 
very interested in finding out which items on financial aid applications people have trouble 
completing. If you assisted in filling outvie application, please tell me about any items 
that gave you trouble. According to our records, the application was completed on ( DATE 
fROM LABEL), 




FOR EACH VERIFICATION ITEM, FOLLOW THIS PROCEDURE: 



ASK VERIFICATION ITEM QUESTIONS ON LEFT-^AND SIDE OF PAGE. 

PROCEED ACROSS THE GRID, UNLESS OTHERWISE- INDICATED, ASKING THE QUESTIONS PRINTED AT 
THE TOP OF THE COLUMNS -FOR EACH VERIFICATION ITEM. INDICATIONS THAT YOU SHOULD NOT' 
PROCEED ACROSS THE GRID ARE SKIP INSTRUCTIONS NEXT TO * THE ANSWER CATEGORIES OF THE 
VERIFICATION ITEM OR SHADING IN/TIJE BOXES UNDER THE COLUMNS FOR Q.A. OR Q.B. 

f * > 

IF R INDICATES THAT HE/SHE Mt> "NO DOCUMENTATION* 1 WHEN THE FORM WAS FILLED OUT, 
ALWAYS PROBE (PR) WITH "HOVrDID YOU FIGURE OUT THE ANSWER TO THIS QUESTION?" AND 
RECORD R'S RESPONSE UNDEf/cQWCNTS. 




IF R INDICATES THAT HE/SHE HAE/tROUBLE WITH AN ITEM, GO BACK TO Q.1 f PAGE 1, AND OBTAIN 
COMPLETE INFORMATION ABOUT THE TROUBLE. 



ASK OF:. ALL PARENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this* 



IENT) live with 
you more than six 
weeks during 1980 
(a total of 42 
days) 7 



YES. , 
N0^, 
Ok • • < 
NA. . 



% 

70. 2 c 
29.,: 
0.5 
0.1 



What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 



C. (PROBE)': How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 




Q.19 (12) 
Was (BEOG RECIP- 
IENT) listed as 
an exemption on 
your Federal 
Income Tax 
Return for 1979? 



I 



% 



^24. S 



YES 
NO. 
DID 
FILE 
IN 

1979. (0/20); 
OK. ,0.7(0-20) 



60£ 4 OTHER (SPECIFY) 



1 



NO DOCUMENT % 
TATION^ 18. ^ 

1040 - LIRE 6c.. 

10A0A r LINE 5c. 2 

1040 * LINE 6c- 
W0ft#HEET 32.;. 

1040A - J.INE 5c 
WQfKSHEET 9.4. 



LEFT IT BLANK 
14. C DON'T KNOW..;, 

Nk. . . 

N/APP 



.***•. 



• 0.5' 

f 

o.: 
o. 

11.3 

14. 



'% 

. 11. 
10. 

\ 3 - 
,27 . 

10. 



(PR) 



0. 

10. 

12, 

...... 15 . 



PROBE: 

Remembered/Knew. . . 
Estimated/Guessed . 
Consulted ( Profes- 
sional 

Don't. Know 

NA < 

N/RPP'. 



% 

. 8.4 
1.0 

0.1 
0.6 
0.9 
58.9 



COMMENTS: 



ERIC 



ASK Of; , ALL PARENTS 



\ 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



Q.20 (12) 
Will (BEOG RECIP- 
IENT) be listed ' 
as an exemption 
on your Federal 
Income Tax 
Return for 1980? 



YES ••••••• 

NO* • • • 
WON'T FILE 
IN 1*80.* 



Q.21 (13) 
Did you give (BEOG 
RECIPIENT) more 
than $750 worth of 
.support in 1979? 
By support— we 
me,an money or * . 
things* like 
housing, food, 
^clothes, car, 
medical and. 
dental care, and 
college costs. 

vrc 67»8 

no 30. 7 

rw X* 5 



A, Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 




' ****** . - 



8. What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica-* 
tiqn form was 
filled out? 




, V*-' **5, ^^Vvtt-NAW 



C. (PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer ta this question? 



COMMENTS: 



COMMENTS: 



" 2?' 



9 

ERIC 



* ! 



ASK OF: ALL PARENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 


A, Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 


8, What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 


C. (PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 


Q.22 (13) 
Did you give 
(BEOG RECIPIENT) ! 
mpre than $750 
worth of support 
in 1980? By sup- 
port # we mean money 
or things like 
housing, food, 
clothes, car, 
medical and 
dental care, 
and college 
costs. • % # . 

YES 65.1 

no. ...... . 33« 2 

Ok ••■■•v ■• X* 6 
NA 0.1 


s ■ » , > fVI c*'> ; 


— ■ ■ — ■■ ■ ' 


COMMENTS: 



i 



BOX 3 , 

INTERVIEWER, CHECK LABEL FOR RESPONDENT TYPE: 

IF IP - REVIEW Q.f7 THROUGH G\22 AND CODE ONE: % 
IF ALL RESPONSES "NO", "DON'T KNOW' 1 , OR "DID NOT FILE" . . . .22.9 (BOX A, PAGE 30) 

IF ANY RESPONSE IS "YES" ( NOTE : JP "WAS ORIGINALLY 

MISCLASSIFIED. FOR REST OF QUESTIONNAIRE, TREAT AS IF A DP. ) . 4.0 (0.23) 
\ 

JLfiP." "•' 73.1 Q.23) 



ASK OF: ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



A. Please show me 
- the (document/ 
• paper) you have 

to (verify/prove) 

this. 



B. What (document/ 
paper)' was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was , 
filled out? 



C. (PROBE) ^ How did you figure 
out tt^je answer to this question?" 



■ * * 



Q.23 (14) 



cation was 


filled 


out, were 


you 


single, married, 


divorced, 




separated, 


or 


widowed? 




SINGLE.... 
MARRIED. . . 
DIVORCED. . 


1.8 
48.8 
*' 11.5 

6.1 
** 8.6 

0.2 


SEPARATED. 


WIDOWED... 
MA» .... . . 


N/APP 


..22.9 




COMMENTS! 



in 



NOTE: IF "2" (MARRIED) CI'RCLED IN Q.23, READ/"0R YOUR SPOUSE" WHEREVER IT OCCURS. 



Q\24 (17) 
How many people 
will you (or 
your spouse) 
support between 
July 1, iySO and 



June 30„ 1981 ? 
Include yourself, 
(spouse^ ) and any 
dependent child- 
ren. Include 
other people 
only if they 
lived wifh you 
and revived 
more /fian half 
the*r support 
from^you when 
the form was* 

fil *&tt 

X~4.3 < 

SIZE OF 
HOUSEHOLD 



N/HPt>. 



% 

,22.9 




COMMENTS; 



3 « 




273 



ASK OF: ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



Please show me 
'the (document/ 
piper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 



Q.i5 (18) 
Of that nunjber, 
how many will be 
in college or 
other schools 
beyond the high 
school level 
between July 1, 



19B0 and June 30, 



1981 ? |Include 
yoursej'f and any- 
one else who will 
be enrolled at 
least half-time. 

N=2568 

X=1.4 

NUMBER % 

N/APP 22. 

DK • ••••••••• 0. 



8. Wnat (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 



C. (PROBE): How 
out the answe 



did you 
r to this 



Figure* 
question? 





iff J$%W 



'3 " - ■ 



COWNTSi 



C.26 (21) 
The next few 
questions' refer • 
to items on 
your (or your 
spouse's) 
Federal Income 
Tax Return(s). 
Have you (or 
your spouse) 
fileo" a U.S. 
Income Tax 
Form for 
1979* ** 

YES (I/WE) % 
CUB). 6679" 

NO 9.6(0.35) 

OK...* 0.3(0.?3) 

!na 0.4 ' 

[/APP.2^9 



V/.' ' * - 



/ 4 * ', ''<j. /*» 



COMMENTS: 



ASK OF: ALL DEPENDENT BARENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



A. Please show me 
the (document/ 4 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 



8. What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion foraV^aa 
filled out?, 



C. •( PROBE )t How did you figure, 
out the answer to this question? 



27 (22) 
When the 'appli*. 
pat ion form was 
filled out, were 
the figures you 
used from a 
completed 1979 . 



U.S. Income Tax 
Return or were 
they estimated ? 



(BOTH) COM- 



PLETED. . . .51. 1 
(BOTH). EST1- 

' MATED 11.7 

ONE ESTI- 
MATED, ONE 
COLLET ED. 0.5 

DK. 3.5 

NA. ••••••• 0.1 

N/APP 33.1 




COMMENTS: 



INTERVIEWERS IF TWO TAX RETURNS MAKE SURE 
QUESTION RELATING TO THE TAX, RETURNS. 



YOU GET INFORMATION FROM BOTH WHEN YOU ASK ANY 



. . Q.28 (23) 
What was the total 
mincer of exemp- 
tions you Cor 
your spouse) 
claimed on your 
1979 U.S. Incoae 
Tax Return(s)? 

N=2539 
X=4.5! 

(NUMBER) ■ 

33.0 



NO,DtnJMENTATI0Nl3 # 2 
1040 - LINE, 7. •• 8.5 
1040A - LINE 6*. '2.5 
.1040; • LINE 7/V 


g 

. * . ....... * • 

■ 3. 


29. 


IQAGvf- LINE 6 - 
WIKSHECT 9*9 


11. 


OTHER (SPECIFY) 

0.7 




•4. 






LETT IT BLANK... °- 

OON'T KNOW a. °* 

NA.. V .. V ..V.. 0.9 
N/APP 33.6 

4 


0* 

3. 

••*.•..... 
«..»...... 1* 

' w 

«... .... • ~t~t • 

1 



PROBE t ' v * 

RaneniberedAn^ : .6.2 

EstMated/Guessed ., • 1 . *0- 

Consulted Profes- , ^ 

sional 0.1 

Don't Know 0.3 

NA 0.5 

N/APP.. , 91.9 



.^BWMENTS: 

I 



ASX QT: ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS 



7 



VERIFICATION ITEM 


A. Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper/ you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 


B. What (document/ 
paper) was used 
g when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 


C. (PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 

• 


Q.29 (24) 
what was the 
adjusted gross 
.income you (or 
your spouse) 
reported on the 
1979 U.S. Income 


. % 

NO DOCUMENTATION. 6.4 
1040 - LINE 31... 8.8 
1040A - LINE 11.. 2.4 
1040 - LINE 31 - 

'•WftSHEET %30.9 

1040A - LINE 11 - 

• WOttSHEET...'., , 9.4 


io. 

........ 3. 

3 

..*. 2ft. , 

» "u. 


PROBE: \ % 
Penientered/Knew 0.8 

Consiolted/profes- ^ 

Don't Knew , 0.4 


Tax Return? 


OTHER (SPECIFY) 








i 






N=2363 


""3.6 


— 1 — 6 - 




LEFT IT BLANK,... 0. 
DON'T KNOW 0. 




COMMENTS: 


X=15,462 


3. 










$ 

AKIUNT % 
OK. .5 . 00-298) 
N/APP..33\0 ; r 
* 


VAPP 38.2 

> 


. . • . , 33 . • 

V 




0.30 (24) 

wuna inil VTKjunL 

include earnings 
from any student 
financial aid 
j programs? 




(/'/,' 'y - V 

' * ' „ s ' i^* ' r - ; 


COMMENTS: . 91 


I 




v v s ' * " ' 




1 % 

| YES 0.2 . 

NO ,. 65.7 

Vi; 0.7 

NA, 0.2 ; 

N/APt>. .•. 33.1 


v' • 11 < **• J* 

• Uy yj/ ■ 


0. \ . . *J v * ^ *> 

;< '< . C . -v j-w > 


• 


. . m 


• / 


' - \ ' 




• 


/- 


-'^ 

* ' 1 



ERIC 



ASK OF: ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



A. Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
- thi». 



What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out?. 



r 

NO DOCUMENTATION. 6.3 
1040 - LINE 47... 8.1 
1040A - LINE 14a. 2.2 
1040 - LINE 47 

WORKSHEET .27.6 

1040A - LINE 14a 

. KJfKSHEET 8.4 

W-2 2.4 

NOTARIZED STATE- 

f£NT 0. 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 




C. (PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 



Q.31 (25) 
How mi/ch U.S. 
income tax was 
paid by you (and 
your spouse) for. 
1979? 



N=22&5 
X=l,430 



OK. 



AMOUNT 

% (0;31B) 
/ • 



LEFT IT BLANK. 

DON'T KNOW 

NA _ 

ft/A^ 



4.1 
0. 
0.1 
0.4 
40.2 



N/APP. 
-33. 



26 

mo. 

4. 
0. 



4. 
0. 
4. 

r. 

,33s 



PROBE: 

Rementered/Knew 1.2 

Estimated/Guessed 3.1 

Consulted Profes- 
sional. 0.2 

Don't Know 0.5 

m 0.5 

N/AHP 94.5 

2 

COMMENTS: 



Q.32 (25) 
Does that amount 
include taxea 
paid on^earnings 
. f rora any student 
financial a^d 
programs? 




YES... 
NO. 

OK . • 0 / , 
! 'JA* *•••••• 

*/app.\ . . r, 



% 

0.3 
65; 7 
0.8 

o;l 

53.1 





COMMENTS: 



W tjt . . ^ 




Be sure 



to^tell 



me if. yoi? had any .trouble with any item when the grant application was filled out. 



ERLC 



ASK OF; ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS 



1 

VERIFICATION ITEM 


A. Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 


B. What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 


C. (PROBE) : How' did you figure 
out the. answer to this question? 


Q.33 (26) 
Did you itemize 
deductions on 
your 1979 U.S. . 
Income Tax Return? 
% 

YES.. .30.9 
NO... .34.7(q # 35) 
OK. ... 1.2(0.35) * 

N/APP 

33.1 




^r/rvV -^Li*"* 


COWCNTS: 

• * • 


* Q.34 (26) 
What was the total 
[ amount of itemized 
deletions for you 
(or your spouse) 
on your 1979 U.S. 
income Tax Return? 

N=1017 
X=5,323 

$ 

% 

OK. 4. (Q.348) 

nApp. 

69. 


NO DOCUMEN- 
TATION, • I* 4 

1040 - SCHED. 
A - LINE 39.. ' 4 * 8 

1040 - SCHED. 
A - LINE 39 - 
WORKSHEET. . . . 18 '° 

NOTARIZED 

STATEMENT. .„ 0b1 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 

2.0 

LEFT IT BLANK. / 0. 
NA 0.2 

6. 


5.1 

U 16,8 
0.2 


PROBE: • 

Estimated/Guessed 2.0 

Consulted Prof es- 

N/APP * 96.9 


2.4 

0. 

2.4 

'. 0.5 

69.1 


y 

\ 



er|c 



ASK OF: ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



Q.35 (28) 
^text, we need to 
determine your 
total income during 
1979 , Whet wee 
your 1979 income 
earned from work ? 
If you owned a 
farm or business, 
also include 
income from that* 

N=2782 

X=10,088 
$ 

% 

NONE. 13. 

DK. . 4 # ,(Q.35B) 
NA...1. 

N/APP 

23.* 



A* Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you Have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 



B. What (document/ 
• paper) was used 
when the applica* 
tion form was 
filled out? 



NO DOCUMEN- % 

TAT ION 15. 

10A0 * LINE 8 

(13 & 19)... 
1040A - LINE 7 2. 
W-2 FORMS; . ... 17. 

1099 FORMS 0. 

1040 - LFNE 8 

(13 & 19) - 

WfK SHEET. ..19. 
10A0A - LINE<7 

WORKSHEET... 6. 
NOTARIZED 

STATEMENT... 0. 
OTHER (SPECIFY; 

5. 

LEFT IT BLANK. . 0. 
DON'T KNOW 0. 

.......... 3 •* 

N/&PP 27. 

NO DOCUMEN- 
TATION 10. 

1040 -1INE 8 ^ 

(13 & 19) 3. 

1040A - LINE 7. 1- 

W-2 .FORMS J- 4 * 

1099 FORMS °« 

1040 - LINE 8 
# (13 & 19) - 
*WOfKSHEET.... 9. 
1040A - LINE 7 

WORKSHEET..'.. 2. 
NOTARIZED 

STATEMENT 0. 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 

73. 

LEH IT BLlANK. • 0. 
DON'T KNOW.*... 0- 

NA 4. . 

.N/ftPP..' 54. . 



io. :pr) 

7. 

2. 

,..'....17. 
0. 

18. 

8. 

...... 0. 



PROBE: * 

Renembered/Knew 5.7 

: Estimated/Guessed 2.6 

'Consulted Profess- 
ional...: 0.1 

Dor^t YxtM 0.3" 

:*A 0.9 

:V&pp 90.5 



5. 

«,. ..... . 1. 

5. 

...... 4. 

23 

7. (PR), 

• 4. 
- 1. 
"'" 14. - 

9. 

1 3 - 

0. 



C. (PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 



COMMENTS: 



Q.36 (28) 
(IF MARRIED WHEN 
APPLICATION FILLED 
OUT, ASK:) Wbat 
was your* soouse's 
1979 incrStee 
earned from work? 
If (he/she) owned 
a business or" 
farm, also 
include income 
from that. 

N=1750 
X=5,563 



PROBE: 

Remembered/Knew. . •„ 
Estimated/Guessed . 
Consulted Profes- 
sional 

Don't Kncw.^ 

NA i 

n/App j 



% 

s.ff 



o.kj 
o.r 

0.5 
92.6 



COWtNTS: 



" ? 

NONE. 19. 
DK. . 3. 

N/APP 

'51. 



Q.36B) 



" 2. 
- 1. 

; 3. 

.. ,5. 
.51. 



7 



9 

ERIC 



ASK OF: ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



Q.37 (29a) 
Did you (or your 
•pouse) or ( 8E0G 
RECIPIENT ) receive 
any Social Security 
benefits In 1979? 
Also include any 
amount received 
for children under 
18 years of age. 

" YES. 15. 
NO. . 61.3Q.39) 
DK. . O.Jq.39) 
NA.. 0.4 

N/2\PP ' 

22.9 



A. Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 



What -(document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica* 
tion form was 
filled out? 




'^V 'v^&l?v 



C. (PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer tb this question? 




COMMENTS: 



Q.38 (29a) 
What was the total 
amount of Social 
Security bene- 
fits received 
in 1979? 



»=485 
X=3, V 679 



. OK Z -(Q.38B) 
S/RPP. . 85. 



NO DOCJMENTATION. 

SS FORM 2458 1- ? 

STATEMENT FROM SS 

OFFICE 2.Q 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 

— i. 

DON'T KNOW , o. 

NA. .......... 0. 

N/APP 87. 2 



Mpr) 
1.5 



4.2 



. 1.5 
2.2 
0.5 

85.0 



PROBE: , 

Renetibered/Knew. . . 2.9 

Estimated/Guessed 1.4 

Consulted Profes- 
sional 0.1 

Don't Know 0.4 

NA 0.2 

N/APP ' 95.1 

COMMENTS: ' 



ERIC 



O n 



ASK OF; ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



A, Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 



What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 



C. (P^BE):^ How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 



Q.39 (29b) 
Did you (or your 
spouse) receive 
any child support 
, in 1979? (IF R 
IN DOUBT, PROBE: 
Was the check 
made out to 
you?) 



% 



YES. . 5.5 
NO... 71.1 
OK.. 

N/APP 

22.9 



» J 0.1 
...0.4 



(Q.A1) 
(Q.a'O 



Q.AO K29b) 
What was the 
total amount. of 
child support 
received in 
1979? 



N=188 
X=2,451 

$ 

5 

OK. !• (Q.408) 
N/APP 

95. 




COMMENTS: 



NO DOCUMENTATION 
DIVORCE DECREE, 



0.8 



COURT ORDER 0.3 

SEPARATION 

AGREEMENT. • ... 
NOTARIZED 

STATEMENT 

OTHER (SPECIFY) . 



0.2 
0.1 



DON'T KNOW. • • • 
NA« ......*• 

N/fcPP 95 



0.5 
0. 
0.11 



0.3 



0. 



PROBE : 

Remembered/Knew 1.6 

Estimated/Guessed . ... 0.5 
Consulted Profes- • 

sional 0. 

Don't Know 0.2 

NA 0.2 

N/APP :.• 97.5 



"0.7 
-0.7 
i'.O.l 
,94.5 



COMMENTS: 



2° 



> 



,ASK OF: ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



Q.41 (29b) 
Did you (or your 
Spouse) rtceive 
any Aid to Depen- 
dent Children 
(ADC) or other 
welfare in 1979? 

% 

YES.... 5# g 

NO 7l.o(Q-* 3 > 

OK 0.*l(Q-* 3 > 

IttA 0.4 

II/APP. .22.9 



Q.42 (29b) 
What was the 
total amountfHfe 
received from ADC 
or welfare xn 
19797 1 



N=184 
36=2,915 
$ 

% 

OK. 1. (.Q.42?) 

n/app...;. 

94. 



A. Please show »6 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 





What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applxca 
tion form was 
filled out? 



8?*^,'*^ 



% 

NO DOCUMENTATION. 3.1 
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 

LETTER 1.1 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 

~ 0.5 

DC^N'T KNOW 10, 

0.2 

N/APP 95.1 




(PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 



COMMENTS: 




PROBE: 

l/Knew/ 1, 

Estimated/Guessed 0, 

Consulted Profes- 

si^hal f. c b, 

•n't Knew./. ^ . . 0. 

/ • 0, 

N/APP / 97, 

/ 

COMMENTS:, 

/ 
/ 

/ 

/ 

/ 




ASK OF : ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



A. Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 




B. What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion Torn was 
filied out? 



C. (PROBt); How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 



Q.43 (29b) 
Did you (or your 
spouse) receive 
veterans benefits 
other than educa- 
tional benefits 
in 1979? Include 
Death Pension and 
Dependency and 
I ndenrni t y Cojip en- 
sation (DIC) \ 
benefits^ 

YES...4.T 

'no... 72,5 

mi.. 0.4 

WAPP 

22.9 



COMMENTS: 



V. 



Q.44 (29b) 
What was the total 
amount of veterans 
benefits received 
in 1979? 



N=150 * 
*=2,081 



S 

OK °- J(Q.448) 
N/APP 

96. 



NO DOCUMENTATION - 2. 

YA FORM * 0. 

STATEMENT, VA 

OFFICE . l 0. 

STATEMENT, VA» 

COUNSELOR 0- 

OTHER (SPECIFY) yJ 

LEFT IT BLANK. Q * 

DON'T KNOW 0. 

NA 0. 

N/ftPP 96. 



1.6 (PR) 

0.6 

% ....... °- 8 

0. 

0,3 

— 0.1 

0.5 

<s.i 

95.9 



PROBf : 

Remsnibered/Knew 0.0 

Estimated/Guessed 0.6 

Don't Know 1 0.1 

N/APP „ 98.4 



COMMENTS: 



ASK OF: ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS 



Q.45 (29b) 
Did you (or your spouse) receive or 
earn any other .income in 1979 that we 
haven't already talked about, such as: % IV YES - 



\/m> 



A. Unemployment compensation?. . 



>3r 3 



r.4; 



B. Interest on tax-free bonds? j 23 - 



G. Untaxed portion of pensions and 



capital gains?. 



( >3. ,2 



0. Viving and housing allowances?. ... -3 • L. 

.5 



E. Earnings from work not reported 
on a U.S. tax return? Jt 



f. Any other income? (SPECIFY) 



\ 



G. (IF NECESSARY : ) Any other income' 
■• (.SPECIFY) - 



74 



>3. 



3 




13. 

T. 



T 



% 



% 

m 



.5 



i. 



% 

IK 



70 
76 

75| . 

* f 

75; . 

t 

I 

75' .; 

i _ 

65 1 .] 



71 .3 



Q.46 (29b) 
What «as the total 
amount received from 
(SOURCE) in 1979? 



$ X=l,079 

N=212 : 
$ X=947 

~wn — 



$ X=3,084 
H=62 



$ X=2,722 
. N=3 9 



$ X=l,189 
N=37 



$ X=l,832 
N=403 



X=990 
N=44 



Iff 



ERIC * 



2° 1 



ASK OF: ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 


A, Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 


I — — ■ A. 

8. What (document/ 
paper)- was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? * 


C. (PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 

V* 


Be sure to tell me : 


Lf you had any trouble 


with any item when the gran£ application was filled out* 



Q.47 (30) 
Did you (or your 
spouse) pay any 
medical or dental 
expenses in 1979? 
Do not include 



amounts covered by 
insurance or the 
cos£>of insurance 
premiums. 

YES. .57.5 
NO... 18 - 1 

(BW...0.4 

H/RPP * 

22.9. 




(Q.49) 
(Q.49) 



' <M8 (30) 
What was the total 
amount you (or 
your spouse) paid 
in 1979? 



,l*=1915 
X=787 

/ 



* % 

DK ^7. (Q.488? 5 
N/R?P ' 



42. 





% 


NO DOCUMENTATION. 


16.6 


10*0 -i SCHEDULE * 
LINES 2 & 6 (a f 


\ 




16.2 


CANCELLED CH£0<S. 
CASH RECEIPTS."... 


e.8 


STATEMENT FROM 




' DR/HOSPITAL... 


2-3 


OTHER (SPECIFY)- 




3.0 


LEPI IT BLANK.... 


" o.-i 


oasu KNOW 


0.1 


m 


0.2 




•49.9 



% - , 

.12-.197(RR) 



PROBE: 



• 14.6 

.11. 

...4.4 



.3.7 



COMMENTS: 



_3.Q 
1.1.9 -, 
..£.1 
..0.7, 
,42.5 



ASK Or; ALL DEPENDENT , PARENTS 



. r 

/ 1 

.VERIFICATION ITEM * 


A. Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this* 


B. What (document/ 
paper) was used 

' when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 


C. (PROBE); How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 


Q.49 (31) j 
Did you (or* ycur 
spouse) pay for 
element ary, junior 
high, or high 
school tuition for 
children in your 
houieholcJ in 1979? 
Oon't include any 
tuition paid for 
(BEOG RECIPIENT). 
% 

y£s.. 9-3 

NO.. .67,. 1' (Q.51) 

DK. 0.2 (Q.51J 

m.. 0.4 

N/APP 

22.9 






( t 

CQMfCNTS: 

> 


- Q.50 ,(31) 
-*hat "was the total 
amount! you (or « 
your spouse) 
paid in 1979? 

»=331 
$ .#=821 


'% 

NO DOCUMENTATION 3.7 
CANCELLED CHEWS 2 * 3 
CASH RECEIPTS. 0.4 
STATEMENT FROM 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 


% 

2?4 :pR ) 

2.6 

. .- 0.5 
2.2 


PROBE: - % 

Estimated/Guessed 0.9 

Consulted Profes- 


' % 
DK 1. (Q50B) 

N/APP 

91. 


* 0.3 
LEFT IT 8t,AN*r.. 0* 

NA. 0.1 

N/APP 91.3 


. y "0.3 
0.3 
0:7 

• • • • • • *90.7 


C0MMENTS: 



9 

ERIC 



ASK OF: 



ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS 



* 1 

VERIFICATION ITEM 


A. Please show roe 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 


B. What (document/ 
paper) was used • 
when the applica*. 
tion form was 
filled out? 


I. (PROBE): How ^id you figure 

out the answer to thus question? ' 


During the next 
certain items > 


. series of questions, ! 
ihen the aoolication foi 


** 

'« going to 88^ you to give me the amount of 
•m was filled out on '(OATE FROM LABEL). 



Q.5H34) 
When thWappli ca- 
tion was filled 
out, how much cash- 
not" in savings or 
checking accounts— 
d^d you (or youj 
spouse) have?- 
Exclude any 
amounts received 
from educational 
loans or or ants. 



Q.51 (34) 
When the applica- 
tion was filled 
out, what was the 
amount of your 
(or your spoused) 
savings and 
checking accounts, 
excluding any 
amounts received 
from educational 
loa'ns or grants? 

N=2647 
X=l,313 

? 

NONE 20. (Q-52) 
OK. . j[ (Q«51B) 



LEFT IT BLANK. • ■ 
DON'T KNOW 

!«A , 

N/AFP 




NO DOCUMENTATION 16.; 

BANK BOOKS...'... 17.' 

BANK STATEfCNTS. 12..' 
OTHER (SPECIFY) 



• o 
0 
0 

5i..d 



.10.5(PR) 
.21.7 * 
.13.9 



2.6 
7 0.5 

. s.a 

. 1.8 

.43^2 



PROBE* % , 

Renienibefed/Knew 2.5 

Estimated/Guessed*. .... 6.1 
^Consulted Profes- ' 

sional 0.2 

Don't Know 0.6 

NA 1.0 

N/RPP*..- 89.5 



COMMENTS: 
\ 



4? 



... V x y.y* . 



COMMENTS: 



■ Y- 



ASK gpt^oroB^tfiDe^^ 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have - 
to (verify/prove) 
" this. 



B. What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 



C. (PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 



Q.53 (35) 
Did you* (or your 
spouse) own a 
home when 'the 
application was 
filled out? 

, % 
YES. 53.0 
NO.. 
NA. 

N/APP22.9 



23 P .7(Q.56) 
0.4 




COMMENTS: 



*v v . 



Q.54 (35) ' 
What was your (or 
your spouse's) 
home worth when 
the application 
was filled out? 

Jf=1889 
X=33/4£5 




% 

NO DOCUMENTATION. 27. 

APPRAISAL 1. 

STATEMENI fl*QM . - 
LOCAL REAL * 
ESTATE QFF*C£>.. 1. 
TAX ASSESSEMENT 

FORMS 13. 

PROPERTY INSURANCE 3. 

jHHEMsPKifrr"" 

• 3. 

LEFT IT BLANK 0. 

DON^ KNOW 0. 

UA 1. 

M/APP • ......... 51. 



% 






% 






PROBE: 




24." 


PR) 


' Re^iaribered/Knew 


io. e 


2. 


PS). 


Estimated/Guessed. . . . 


32.7 






Consulted Profes- 










' 5.5 


2. 


PR) . 


Don't Know 


* 3.1 






NA .< : 


4.1 


12. 


PR)' 


N/&PP ... 


47.0 


3.J 


-JBR) 







COMMENTS: 



~ 4. 

777 o. 

... 5. 
... 1. 
'..47. 



PR) 
PR) 
PR) 



3.55 (35) 
What was owed 6n 
the home, , 
including 'any 
u no aid mortgages 
and related debts, 
when the appli- 
cation was filled 
out? 



1^=1947 
X=13,537 



NONE 12. 
OK.. 2 X 
tf/APP 47. * 



% 

NO DQOJMENTATIQN.21.1 
MONTHLY -MORTGAGE ' , 

STATEMENTS 12.4 

MORTGAGE CREDIT. 

STATEMENT..;... 8.9* 
COPY OF STATEMENT 
OF LOANS ON* 

PROPERTY ^ ' 3.9 

PURCHASE CONTRACT k * 
CANCELLED CHECXS OR 
RECEIPTS FOR 
MORTGAGE, . , 

' PAYMENTS/ I- 4 

OTHER (SPECIFY) ' 



. ...... 13 a 

14. 
io. 



LEFT IT BLANK. 

DON'T KNOW;... 
NA 

N/APP 



- 2.6 
_ 0. 
" 0.5 
'.'.1.6 

'.47.' 



' 3. 
• 0. 

5. 
. 2. 
47. 



(PR) 

(Q.57)' 

(Q.57) 



(Q.57) 
(Q.57) 



(Q.57) 



(Q.57) 
(Q.57) 
(Q.57) 



PROBE: • " % 

Remaribered/Knew • 7.6 

' Estimated/Guessed . . •. . . 3.8 

Consulted 7 Profes- 
sional./. '. . 0.2 

'Don't Knew -0.5 

NA. . J. 0.8 

N/APP 87.1 



v 



COMMENTS: 



V 



9 

ERIC 



2°o 



'ASK OF: ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM > 


i 

A. Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 


B. What (document/ 
paper) .was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 

* filled out? 

* 


C. (PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answe^to this question? 

• 


Q.56 (35) 
Oo you fjave any- 
thing to prove 
that you (and 
your spouse) do 
not own a home, 
such as rent 
• receipts or a 

lease? ^ 

% 

YES 14 • 5 

NO. 9 * 2 (Q.57) 
NA 0.4 

N/fcPP75.9/ 


RENT RECEIPTS.... 7 ' 8 
LEASE AGREEMENTS. 2 * 5 
CANCELLED CHECKS. 3#1 
104d - SCHEDULE* A 

LINE 17 = 0.... °' 2 
OTHER (SPECIFY) 

0.7 

DON'T KNOW > °* 

••*•*....... 0 • X 

N/APP 85.5 


^^^^ 

■ ^' > /*>v v v jtA^ y^t* 


COWENTSt^ 

» 

> * 

* it* 

• 


Q.57 (36) 
When the appli- 
cation was filled 
out, did you (or 
your spouse) have 
.investments and/or 
ot$her real estate? 
Investments include 
trust funds, 
stocks, bonds, and ' 
other securities. 

YESlO. 9 
N0.65.4(Q.60) 
OK. 0.3(Q.60) 

NA..0.4 : 


£ * ' * */* ? V 'iJ'.t 

>■* j Ww 

**' "* '»v 'J. ■ *W 

* v " A S*. * ' V ' < ' *y 
f> ^xv-S*'**'^ * v ,'v * ' < . A,*, 

I s 'y * <, 


L ^i- ^/ 


tfQWENTS: 
* \ 

4 

m 

* • 

\ 




r 



ASK Of: ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



A., Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 



What (document/ 
paper) was used 
whenNthe applica- 
tion form was 
filled lout? 




C^ (PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 



Q.58 (36) 
What was the total* 
value of your (or 
your spouse's) " 

" investments and/or 
other ,reaf estate 
when the appli- 
cation was fijlfcd 

• but? # 



' NN383 
' X=15,S40 

i J, 

~ 3 — 1 

OK "i-\(Q.588> 
tf/APP 

89. 



% 

N0'D0CUMENTATI0N..5. 
PURCHASE .CONTRACTS 0 . 
.STATEMENT FROM REAL 

ESTATE AGBW....1. 
STATEMENT FROM 

jSTOCK BROKER... \1. 
PROPERTY INSURANCE q 
OTlfER (SPECIFY) 



LEFt If BLANK. 
DON'T KN&W.... 
N/ftPP *.« 



~3. 
"0. 
.•0. 
,90. 



0.59 (36) 
How much was owed 
on 'these invest- 
ments and/or real 
estate~when the 
application was 
filled out? v 



N=402 
X=7,339 



% . 
NONE 7. . 

N/APP..,..* 
89. 



% 

NO DOCUMENTATION.; 5 ' 
STATEMENT FROM 

MORTGAGE C0W>ANY % 1 # 
STATEMENT FROM • * 

* BROKER. . /. 0. 

PURCHASE 'CONTRACT, o! 
OTHER (SPECIFY) , 



LEFT IT &ANK 0. 

DON'T KNOW Of 

UA '....29. 

tf/APP :89. 



(PR) 



1. 
0. 



. o. 
. 1. 

.89. 



;pr) 



0. 
0. 



_3. 
0.- 

. 1. 

..2. 

.89., 



PROBE: , %- 

Rensmbered/Knew 1.0 

Estimated/Guessed V 2.4 

^Consulted ^Profes- . 

*sional..! 0.1 

Don't Know .• ^\2 

Nft.....'... ............ 0.1 

ft/AFP-. J.. 96.3 

v 

% ' » — ■ 

COMMENTS: 



PROBE: % 

Rerontered/Knafr. . . . . 2.«5 

Estimated/Guessed/. ... 0.6 
Consulted Profes- * * 

sional^ o. 

Don. f t Know . t 0.2 

NA 0.4 

•N/APP 96.2 



COMMENTS: 



J 



ASK OF: ALL DE°ENDENT PARENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



Please show me 
the (document/ 
paoer) you have" 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 



B. What (document/ - 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was - 
filled out? 




C. (PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 



Q.60 (37) 
When the appli- - 
cation wss filled 
out» did you (or 
your spouse) 
owlf business? 

YES/7.6 

NO.. 69.0(Q.63) 

OK. . 0.1(Q.63) 

m.. 0.4 

Sf/AFP 

22.9 



Q.61 (37) 
What was the value 
of (your spoused 
or) your (o'r 
your share of 
the) business(es) 
when the appli- 
cation was 
filled out? 



COMMENTS': 





N=217 
X=22„341 



dk: 2. 
N/APP. 
92. 



,Q,618) 



NO DOCUMENTATION,. 3. 9 
STATEMENT- FROM 

REAL ESTATE 

OFFICE 0. 

PURCHASE AGREEMENT 0# 
INVENTORY ASSESS- *' 

MEN T •'T*^ ••••••• «q ^ 

PROPERTY INSURANCE oil 
OTHER (SPECIFY') 

-0.8 

LEFT IT BLANK. « v • 0. 

DON'T KNOW 0. 

NA.» ••••••^••••« 0» X 

N/APP 94.3 



3.3 (pr) 



0.2 



0.8 

0.2. 



PROBE: 


• % 




0.9' 


Estimated/Guessed. . . 


. 1.9 - 


Consulted Profes- 






0.1 




0.2 




. 0.2 


N/APP 


. 96.7 



• 0.5 

• 1.3 

, 0.3 
.92.4 



COMMENTS: 



ASK OF": ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper)* you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 



What (document/ 
paoer)j*as used 
when the applica 
tion form was 
filled out? 



(PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer to this question? 



Q."62 (37) 
What was the total 
* amount of (your 
spouse's or) your 
(or your share* of) 
mortgages or 
related debts for 
which ^your busi- 
nesses) -(was^* 
were) used 
collateral 



% 

NO DOCUMENTATION.^.; 
COPY OF MORTGAGE 

STATEMENT 0.< 

COPY OF STATE*£NTS 
OF LOANS AGAINST 

BUSINESS ..0.5 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 



9/ *\ "OOf* i 

used 

eral? \ 



tf=251 
X=9,479 



% 

NONE. 4. 



DK. 



1. 



(Q.628) 



,N/APP. , 
92. 



0.3 



LEFT IT BLANK. . .-. .0^1 

DON'T KNOW 0. 

NA. 1. 2 

N/APP 93.4 



% 

3.0 PR) 

0.4 

0.8 

1 

0.4 

,r 0.4 

1.2' 

1.4 



PROBE: % 

RoriQTtered/Knew. 2.1 

Es timated/Gues sed 0.5 

Consulted Profes- 
sional o.l 

.Don't Know o.l 

NA • o.3 

N/APP 97.0 



COMMENTS: 



Q.63 (37) 
When the appli- 
cation was 
filled out, did 
you (or your 
spouse) own a 
farm? 

% 

3.5 . 



YES 

NO, 
DK. 



)3.1 
'0.1 



'{BOX 4) 
(BOX 4) 



NA. . . . ..0.4 

.N/APP.. 22. 9 . 



4 



COMMENTS: 



V 



er|c 



On ' 



) 



?Hmq; 11 12J5 



AS£ OF: ALL DEPENDENT PARENTS ^ 



— r-; — 

C (PROBE): How did you figure 
out the answer to this question?. 



VERIFICATION ITEM 



Q-64 (37) 
What was the value 
of (/our spouse's 
or) your (or your 
share of the) fc ? 
farm(s) wnen the( 
application was 
filled out? 

tt=112 
X=80,866 * 

$ 

% . * 

DK. 1. xQ.648) 



96. 



Please show me 
the (document/ 
paper) .you have 
to (verify/prove) 
this. 



What (document/ 
paper) was used 
when the applica- 
tion form was 
filled out? 



% 

NO, DOCUMENTATION. 1.6 
STATEMENT FROM 

REAL ESTATE 

OFFICE....;..., 0-3 
COPYOF OWERSHJP 

AGflfEMENT 0.1 

STATEMENT OF 

, INVENTORY °- 

PROPERTY INSURANCE # 
OTHER (SPECIFY) ' 



— : 0.9 

LEFT IT BLANK. . . Q. * 
DON* T KNOW...... 0] . 

NA i.. 0.1 

N/APP.' < 97.1 



% 

1.5 |{PR) 

,....0-3 

O.T ' 

0. 

6. 

0..9 

0.1, 

0.3 

... 0.2 
...96.5- • 

% 

1,2 pr) 

0*5., 

0.5 



PROBE: % 

Fem=nibered/Knew .' 0 . 2 

Estimated/Guessed 1 . 1 ; 

Consulted Profes- 
sional... 0. 

Don't Know 0.1 

m • o.i 

N/APP ; 98.5 



COMMENTS: 



y_ 

PROBE: % ' 

Reniemb^red/Knew 1.. 0.7 

Estiiijated/Guessed 0.3 

Consulted Profes- 
sional 0. 

Don't Knew 0-1 

N^ 0.1 

N/APP*. ♦ 98.8 



Q.65 (37) t 
tyhat was the 
•amount of (your 
spouse's or) 
your (or your 
share of) mort- 
gages or related 
debts for which 
your farm(s) 
(was^were) used 
as collateral? 

tt=127 
X=38,158 

$ 

NONE. i §( 

DK. o! (Q.65B) 

N/APP. v 

96. 



% 

i y 7 

NO DOCUMENTATION. . *• ' 

MORTGAGE STATEMENT °' 5 
COPY OF 0UTSTANDINC 

LOANS OR DEBTS. . 0.5 
OTHER (SPECIFY) . 



LEFT IT BLANK. 
DON'T KNOW.... 

NA , 

N/APP 96.7 



"0.2 
"0. 
0. 

,0.4 



"0.4 
7 0.2 
. 0.3 
..0.4 
.96.5 



COMMENTS: 



/ i 



STUDENT RECORD ABSTRACT 



1. Student Name 



(.Last) 



(First) 



(MI) 



2; - Institution Name 



3. Student ID 



5. Interviewer 



6. Date 



7. Start Time 



INST 



• PERS - S 



' 4 




2 


3. 4 


5 


6 


1 




Student SSN 


i 
1 


















V 

% 



0 



1 



11 12*13 14.15 >6 17 18 19 



r 



9 / 



Month Day 



20 21 
Year 



22 23 24 25 26 27 



28 29 30 31 



EMC 



OMB Approval No.* 1840-0033 
Expires: July 1, 1981 



2° 1 





• 


















> * 


i 


I. 

J 




VALIDATION 




• 








4 Documen- 






Document 




Document 


s 


ER Variable 

V 


tation 




* 


Source 




Value 


1. 


Citizenship 


1 . 5%Yes 


0 


2% Birth Certificate 


1.4 % Yes 






98>. 2 "No 




n 

\j 


Baptismal 


Certificate 


0.O4 No 




- 


*0.2 NA * . 




0 


Passport 






98.6 N/APP 










U 


Certificate of 














Citizenship 


• 








0 


. 7 


Form 1-151 (Alien 














Reg. Receipt Card) 






N 






0 


'IKS Approval 


Notice 














or Statement of 


• 






* 






Intent 














0 


. 2 


Arrival-Departure 


< 












Record 


(I- 


94) 


*- 




* 




0 


. 3 


' Other: 














98 


. 6 


N/APP 








2; 


Live with Parents 


2 5.6 7„Yes 




0% Cash Receipts 


1 8 '. 0 % Y e s 




1979 ; 


7 4.3 No 




0 


Canceled 


Checks 


7.6 . Nn 






' 0,. 1 NA 

• 




0 


Mortgage 


Note- 


7 4.5 N/APP • 








0 


Mortgage 


Statement 










1 


. 8 


Notarized 


Statement 




> 

9 










from parents 










21 


. 2 


Validation Fo rm 






* 


\ 

' * 0 » . m 




t 


Item if 














2 


. 5 


Other: 


£ 




* 






0 


74 


. 5 


N/APP 








3. 


Live with Parents 


24. 7% Yes 




0% Cash Receipts 


17.0% Yes 




1980 


75.-2 No 


0 


. 2 


Lease Agreements 


7.6 No 






0. r NA 




0 


Canceled 


Checks 


75.4 N/APP 










0 


Mortgage 


Note * 












0 


Mortgage 


Statement 






• 




1 


.8 


Notarized 


Statement 


* 












from parents 










21 


. 3 


Validation Form 








- • 






Item if 










• 




J 
1 


. 3 


Other: 




^ 










75 


. 3 


N/APP 






> 




















ERJC 






















' * _ -.4fc 













SER Variable 



Documen- 
tation 



Document 
Source 



IJoctiment 
Value* 



4. 



Tax Exemption 1979 34.0%Yes 
, ' 6.5 • 8 No 
0.1 NTA 



11. 1%1040-Line 6c • 
4- 1 '1040A-Line 5c 

0 1979 State Tax Form 
1*3 Notarized Statement 
from parents 
13.4 "Validati on F orm 
Item tf 



3.9 Gfrher: 
66. 1 N/APP 



23.5% Yes 
10.4 No 
66.0- N/APP 



$750 Support 1979 23.9%Yes 

7 6.0 No 
0.1 NA 



0%Deeds 

0 Title Transfers 
0 Canceled Checks 
1 • 7» Notarized Statement 
1 from parents 
21*2 .Validation Form 
Item 



U 1 
76. 1 



Other: 
N/APP 



Fl.7% Yes 
12.2 No 
76.1 N/APP 



$750 Support I960 2 3 

76 

0, 



9%Yes 

0 No 

1 NA 



.0% Deeds 

0 Title Transfers 
0 Canceled Checks 
1.6 Notarized Statement 
from parents 
2 1.2 Validation Form 
Item 



LI .6% Yes 
2 ( /2 " No- 
176.1 N/APP 



1.0 Other: 
76.1 N/APP 



Household Size 



35, 32 Yes 
64-. '6 No 
0 . 1 NA 



11.4% 1040-Line 7 
. 6 . 6 ° 1040A-Line 6 
0.1 Notarized' Statement 

fr.on parents 
12.2 Validation Form 

Item « 



4.9 Other: 
64.8 N/APP 



X = 3. f 92 1 
(N = 1604) 



SER Variable 



Documen- 
tation 



Document 
^Source 



Document 
Value 



8. No. in Post-secon-21 . 3%Yes 
dary Education 78.5 No 
0 . 2 NA 



0%lnstitutioxial Comnu 
.0. 1 Notarized Statement 
from parents 
20. A Validation Fonn • 
Item -// 



°' 6 Other: 
78.9 N/APP 



X = f.549 
(N = 964) 



k : " 

(a) 

3 . 9%Unraar*ied • 
16.4 Married 
0 . 3 Divorced ■ 
0 . 3 Separated 
0 . 9 Widowed 
2 . 1 Cannot 

determine 
76. J. N/APP 



§. Marital Status* 

(a) Parent' 

(b) Student 



(a) 



24. 5%Yes 
7 3 ; 2 ' No 

2.3 NA 
l"3.4%Yes 
8* . 5 No - 

2 . 1 NA 



11, 
3. 

7 . 

1 . 



1.0 



0%10407Lines 1-5 
4 1040A-Lines 1-4 
0 Unsigned 1040 



Unsigned 1040A 
Divorce Papers 
Notarized 

Statement 
Validation 

Item // 



°- 6 Other:. 
75.5'N/APP ' 



(b)- 

1 .2% 

7.6 

0 . -9 

1.8 

0.1' 

0.4 

1.0 



0.4 
86.5 



(b) 

9^6% 

2.3 N 

0.3 

0,1 

0.1 

0,4 

87.2" 



10. Nontaxable 

Social Security 

1979 8.5%Yes 
91.3 No 
0 . 2 NA 



2.8%SS Form 2458 r 
1.2 SS, Office Statement 
I • 

4 . 1- Validation 
Item // 



0.4 Other: 
91.6 N/APP 



X = ,$.3, 305 
(N,= 383) 



11. Other- Nontaxable 11.6%Yes 
Income 19 79 8 8. "3 No 
0. 1 NA 



\ 



2.4% Public Assistance 

Statement 
0 . 2 Child Support — 

Notarized Statement 
0.2 VA Awaxft Letter 
0.6 VA Office Statement 
7 . 2 Validation Form 

Item 0 



0- 8 Other: 
88.6 N/APP 



X = $3,190 
(N = 526) * 



ERIC ; 





Docuroen- 
SER Variable tation 


Document 
Source 


Document * / * ; 
Value 


• a • ^ K 

12. ^■al_Exe_inptions '30.5% Yes 
. 1979 - 1 69.4 No * ' 
; . * . 0 . 1 NA 

i 


,12^4%1040-Line 7 

8^. 0 lOAOA-LineN 

8 . 0 'Unsigned 1040-Line' 7 

1.'7 Unsigned 1040A-Line 6 

0 ♦ 4.<)ther : 
69.6 N/APP 


• ✓ * 
. . X = 4 . 008 , - v , 

(N.= 1383) « 

* 


13.^ Adjusted Gross 31.0% Yes 
Income 1979 68* 9 No 
'* Q.l NA 

• 


12: 2%1 040-Line 31 
8.Q 1040A-Line 11 • 
8. 1 UnsTgned 4040-Line 31 
>. 7. Unsigned 1040A-Line 11 
0.7 Otherr 
'69.3 N/APP 


X = $11,, 966 
(N = 1412) 

e « • 


14.- Taxes Paid 1979 , 3Q.3%"Yes 
• /• -69.6 No 

0.1 NA 

t » 
•* 

* > 


r s 

ll'.4%1040-Line 47 ' ) 

7.6 4040A-Line 14a. 
.7.6 Unsigned 1040-Line 47 
1*8 , Unsigned lO4OAVLi0e 14a 
0*4 w- 2 Form ' V 
SO ' * Notarized Statement 
Other ; 

70.6 N/APP — 1 


X = $961 
(N = 1371) 

f 


*15* Medical/Dental 9\ 2% Yes 
* s 1979 . 90!/ No ; 
* . 0.1' NA 

1 - « , • • . »> - .' s - 

• V 

- — fit i 


5 . 7%1040 Schedule A- 

Lines 2 & 6 
0.9. Canceled Checks 
0 . 2 Cash Receipts . 
0.1 Validation Form 1 ' 
* Item if 1 1 

^ * ■ 
0.3 Statement from 

hospital doctor 
1 • 7 Other: 
91^ N/APP , 


» * 

X = $1,1T5 
' '( N = 412) 


t - ' 

K . 
\ 

< , / ' ' • 
* • \ 

if 
• 

1 RJ(. . \ . j. 



1 



SER Variable 



Docume n-\ 
tatiori 



Document 
Source 



Document 
r Value ' 



16. Earned Income 1979 













^INSTRUCTION NOTE: 



If parents filed joint return put figure in Fathers (a)^ boxes and 
enter 9 9 9 9 9 N in Mother's (b) boxes. 

If marrted student filed jointly put figure in Students (c) boxeSj 
J and enter 9 9 9 9 9 in §pouse ! s' (d) boxes. ■ 



DEPENDENT STUDENT; 
. (a) Father 17-vlZYes 

(Use ,1st document; source 45 7 No 
answer colunrn) 36.2* NA, 

(b> Mother • 20.2%¥es' 

(Use 2nd document solace 43 ,4 ^0 
answer .column) 36.4 'NA 



«8. l%Yes 



INDEPENDENT STUDENT; 

(c)' Student* v s 

''(UseUst document source 

N \ <Z 7 . 0 N 0 
a^wer column) . ^ 

( (d>< Spouse ... 1 . 6 n e s 
(Use 2nd document source^ ' 2 



answer' column). 



66 . 2 iJA 



(a)'or(c). 



(b)or(d) 



8. 7%. 1040-Line 8 8.1% 

8, 1040A-Line 7 3.6 

6 Unsigned 1040- 5.6 
. Line 8" 

Unsigned 104 OA- f ^ ± 

Line 7 

V-2 Fojjns ' 0 .'5 

1099-MISC s • ' ' 0 
Nota-rized Statement , 1 

Validation Form n 
Item i 



5 
5 

1 . 3 

0 . 9 

• X) 

•v 0 

0 . 1 



1.0 Other: 
7 6.4 N/APY. 



_0 . 8 
80 . 2 



( a) - Fathe r 

X = '$15, 265 
• (N = 765) 

(b) Mother 

X = $7,934 
(N '= 389) 

(c) Student 

v. , . . 

X =' $4,660 
(N = 362) 

d) Spouse 

X = $6,340 
( N = 27) . 



17^ Total Itemized ' l3I3%Yes 
Deductions 1979 86. A 

0.2 NA 



'4.3% 1040 Schedule A-Line 39. 
2 ' 9 * Unsigned 1040- 

Schedule A-Line 39 
q Notarized Statement 

5.5 -Other 8/ 2^ J 

87.2 N/AP.P ' ' « 



X = $3,432 
(N = 601) 



9 

ERIC 



Documen- Document * Document 

SER Variable tation * Source * ■ Value 



— — 1 " 

1&. Unreimbursed ' - 0.4% Yes 

Elementary/ ' 99.5 No 

Secondary - .0.1 NA 

-Tuition 1979 i 
# i 

4 


0.1% Canceled' Checks 
0 . 2 Cash Receipts. 
0.1 ^Statement from School 
0 Validation Form 
Item // 1 

0 Other: 
99.6 N/APP 


X = $1 , 126 
(N = 19) 

t 


♦19. Home Value , , * . * q'. l%Yes 

99 . 8 No 

• \ • 0.1 NA 


1 ; * 

0% Appraisal 
0 Statement .from local 
real estate office 
•0.1 Tax Assessment Forms / 

0 Other: 
99.9 N/APP 


X = $31 „961 
GN = 4) 


20. Home Mortgage 0.04% Yes 
I ' \ • 9 9.9 No 
' ' 0.06 *NA- 

• 

i 

: 


G&lonthly Mortgage 
Statement 
0 . 02 Mortgage Company 
Statement 
0 Copy of Statement of 
loans on property 
0 Purchase Contract 
0 Canceled Checks or 
Receipts c for mort- 
gage payments (with 
amount and years) 
0 .03 Other: 
99 . 9 N/APP 7 


X = $31,714 

(HI- 2) 

, _ 1 

| 
1 


21. Investments and 0% Yes 
Real Estate 99.9- No 
Value (o^her 0*1 NA 
* than hone) 

* 


> 

0%Purchase Contracts * 
* 0 Statement from real 

estate agent 
0 Statement from stock 

broker 
0 Property Insurance 

0 Other: 
b00.. 0 N/APP 


N/APP 
(N = 0) . 

* 




Documen-- Document Docunent 

..SER Variable tation • ' Source j Value 



22. Investments and 0.02a Yes. 

Real Estate 99 .90 No / 
Debits 0.08 NA 


u &btat eraent rrom 

mortgage conpany 
0 Statement from broker 
0 Purchase Contracts 
0 Property Insurance^ 
0.02 Other: ' 
99 . 90 N/APP 


X - $1*8,030 
(N = 1) 


23. Qash/Savings/ 0 . 1% Yes . 
Checking 9-9 a g ^° 
; Accounts o.l NA 


0 . 0 2%B aT1 k Books 
0.02 Bank Statements 
n n£ Other: 
99 . 90' N/APP 


- X = $4,942 
(N = 5) 


24. Business Assets 0.02% Yes 

9 9.90 N<& 
0.06 NA 


U %b ta t ement rrom reai t 

estate office 
0 Purchase Agreements 
0 Inventory Assessment 
.0 Property Insurance 
0.02 Other:' 
99.90 N/APP 


X =' $52 , 47 1 
(N = 1) 


\ 

25. Business Debts 0.04% Yes 

9 9.90 No 
• ^ 0.06 NA 


0 ^Lopy or .10 r ugage 

Statement 
0 Copy of Stat ements 
of loans against " 
busines s 
n_ n* Other: 
99.90 N/APP 


X = $43,447 
(N = 2) 


26. Fann.Asse'ts 0.1% Yes 
«r 99 . 9 No 
0. 1 flA 

• 


j 0 . 06%1040 Schedule F 
i 0 Statement from real 
estate office 
u uopy 01 u w tic 1 0 11 j. 
Agreement 
0.02 Statement of 
Inventory 
0 Property Insurance 

0.02 0ther: 
99 . 90 N/APP < 


X = $91,-055 
QJ3 = 3) 

f 







9 

ERIC 



-0; 



SER Variable 



Documen- 
tation 



Docujnent 
Source 



Document 
Value 



27. Farm Debts 



0. 1% Yes 
99-8 No 
0,1 NA 



0 

99.90 N/APP' 



28. 



Social Security 2.0% 
Benefits per 9 7.9 No- 
Month 0 . 1 NA 
: (Expected 1980- 

81 student .only) ' 



>04%1040 Schedule F " 
. 0 Mortgage Statement 
0 Copy of outstanding 
'loans or debts 
02 Other: 



,0. 9$S Fdrm 24$8 
0.-2 SS Office Statement 
0.5 Validatio n Fo rm 
Item 



0. 1 Other: 
98.1 N/APP 



X = $38,4Q0 
(N = 1) 



X = $278 
(N = 87) 



29. 



* Social -Security 1.5% Yes 
Benefits — No. of98.3 n 0 

^ Months 0.1 NA ' 

*~ (Expected 1980- 
. 81 student only] 



0- 7%ss Form 2458, 
P * 2 SS Office Statement 
0 • ^ Validation Form 
Item // 



X = 8.9 
(N = 70) 



0 . 1 Other:* 
98.6 N/APP 



NOTE: For this question and Qs'. 30-32 use the answer column and answer boxes that 
correspond * to the lettered variable (a) or (b) being checked; e.g., for 
VA-educational benefits ose the (a) answer column and '(a) answer boxes. 



30. VA' Benefits-Amount 
per month 

I 

(a) VA-Educational 0.8%- yes 

Benefits 99 *° No 
0.2 NA 

♦ . (b) VA-Non-Educa- o.9%^es 
tional 9 8.8 No 

Benefits 0 . 3 NA 

% 

(Expected 1980-81 
student only) 



(a) 



(b) 



°- 1% VA Form 
°- 3 VA Office 

Statement 
0 VA Counselor 

Statement 
0.2 Validati on F orm 0.1 

Item // 



0% 
0 

0 



0 . 1 Othfer: 
9 9.2 N/APP 



0 

"99-9 



(a) 
X = $203 
(N = 34) 

. (b) 

X = $86 
(N = 42) 



ERIC 



3Q~ " 



V 



SER Variable 



Documen- 
tation 



Document 
Source 



Document 
Value 



31.. yA Benefits— No. 
of Months 

(a) VA-Educationaiv 0 - 7% Yes 

Benefits No 

NA 

(b) VA-Non-Educa- 0 • 8^ Yes 
tional 98*8 No 
Benefits OVA^NA 

(Expected 1980-81 
student only) 



32. 




DEPENDENT student's 
1979 income minus 
Federal taxes paid 



(a) Student 



(b) Spouse 



T 



(a) 



(b) 



0.2%VA Form 
0.3 VA Office 

Statement 
0 VA Counselor 

Statement 
0,1 Validati on F orm g.i 

Item // 



0% 
0 



0- 



0 Other: 
99.3 N/APP 



_ 0 

99; 9 



(a) 



(b) 



7.6% yes 
57.8 No 
34.6 N/APP 

0.0 2% Yes 
6 3.30 No 
36.6.0 N/APP 



DEPENDENT student's 
savings and* net 
assets 



0.4%i0A0 0% 
3.7 1040A 0.02 
0- 1 Unsigned 1040 0 
1 • 3 Unsigned 1040A 0 
0 .-4 Notarized o 
Statement - 
* 1,4 Other: - ' o 
92. 7 N/APP 99.98 



(a) 



(b) 



(a) Student 

(b) Sppu'se 



0.04% Yes 
65.20 No' 
34.80 N/APP 



0% Yes 
6 3.50 No 
36.50 



-O^Bank documents 0% 
0 Broker documents 0 
0 Insurance - » . 0 
documents 

0.04 Other: 0 

N/APP&9.90 N/APP 100.0 , 



(a) 

X = 7.7 

(N = 31) 

(b) 

X = 5-9 

(N = 33)' 



(a) 

X = $1,909 
(N - 344) 



(b) 

X = $360 
(N = 8) 



- (a) 

X = $225 
(N = 2) 

(b)~ 

N/APP • 
(N = 0) 
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II. ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA 



Satisfactory Academic Progress (Registrar's Office) 



( 



34. Refer tp^the satisfactory aca'demic prog^e*§s policy, collected during , the 
interview. Was the policy—followed '? ■ 



95. 0%Y§s 
*1.6 No — 



Re solve /account for - 
apparent ruies^ 
discrepancy. 



.,JL . 5 Cannot determine 
1 . 8 No ans^r • . 



35. If resolution .is necessary, documentation for conclusion: 



Enrollment Status (Registrar's Office) 



"1.2% Unresolved 
0.4 Resolved 
98.4 N/APP 



0.1% Special policy fo 
students ^in E x qu 
(Opportunity 'pro 

• g r a'trf . 

0.1 Student given'spe 
cial permission 
99-7 N/APP 



36. For how many credit- and/or clock-hours was the student enrolled a ft- -the time of 
°the completion of the SER? For how many credit and/or clock-hours is the 
student currently enrolled? (Clock-hours can be expressed as clock-hours per 
week. ) 



Credit-Hours 



Clock-Hours * 



Course load at time of final BEOG 
award -(1st academic terra) 

Course load at time* of final BEOG 
award (2nd academic terra) 



X = 13.9 

(N = 4186) 

X '= 14.1 

(N = 3655) 



X = 415 

(N = 269) 

X = 426 

(N = 217) 



V 



ERLC 



30i 



37. Compute* the student's enrollment status. The formula is: (number of credit- or 

clock-hours enrolled) f Full-time load. If the school hses a combination of 

> credit-hours and cloc^hours, divide each by the* respective full-time load. The 

sum of the calculations is used to determine full, three-fourths, etc., 

enrollment status. " 
* # * 

Status at Time of Final Award in 1st Semester or 1st Quarter 



89.5% Full 
4.8 Three-fourths 
3.3 Half 

0. 2 Less than half 
, 1.4 Not registered 



0. 1% Unresolved 
Resolve 0.1 Resolved 
9-9.8 N/'AP.P 



0*. 2 Cannot determine - Why Not: Q.2% NA 1 
0.8 NtA 99.8 N/APP 



Status at Time of Final Awa-rd in 2nd Semester or 2nd Quarter 



77.7% Full 

3.7 Three-fourths 
,2.5 Half 

1.0- Less than half 
12.7 Not registered 



1'6- Cannot determine - Why not? i 
0.7 NA * 



6% No record of enrollment status 



98.4 N/APP 



38. Length of student's course of study:. 



0"02% Fewer than six months 



Resolve 



0.02% Unresolvec 
0 Resolved 
99.90 N/APP 



0.80 -Six months 

0.60 .Seven months 

82.10 Eight months to twelve months 

14.80 Over twelve months 

^ '1.60 NA 



39. Is the student classified as: 

99.10% Regular degree/license/certificate 

0 Visiting 
°- 10 Special 

°" Auditing 
°' 04 Kondegree 



0.2Q Cannot determine 

{ 

<d ". o Other (Specify) 

J\ICq.50 NA 



/ 



Resold Cb.04%vtfip»'fesolved 
/' Q Re.solved 
9 9.90 N/APP 



.V.rr 



40. If resolution is necessary, documentation for conclusion: 

v N/APP . 
' (N = 0) - * 

41. Is there evidence that the student attends other schools as a part of & 
co'nsorti^ura arrangement? 

0.5%Yes 
99.3 No (SKIP TO 44.) 
0.2 NA 

42. Is this. the student's parent school? 



0. 3%Yes 

0 No -j- 

0 Cannot determine- — Why? 
99 . 7 N/APP A 



Resolve 



\ 



43. If resolution is necessary, documentation for conclusion 

N/APP 
(N = 0) 

Bachelor's Degree (Registrar's Office) % 

44. Does the student possess a bachelor's and/or graduate degrees? 

0.1%Yes - ^ 0.1% Unresolved 

Resolve 0 Resolved 



99.9 N/APP 



* 97.0 No ' * ' 

2.7 Cannot determine 
0. 2 NA 

Affidavit or Statement of Educational Purpose (Financial Aid Records) 

45. Is there an affidavit or signed statement of educational purpose on file for 
, this award year? . > . s 



70. 7%Af fidavit (notarized) 
24.7 Signed Statement 

~~ 4 - /4 Neithe r - r~ 

0. 2 NA 



4 . 1% -Unre solved 



Resolve 



0.3 Reso lved# 
95.6 \N/APP 



ERLC 
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Previous Aid 

46. Is the student a transfer, student? 
17.2%Yes 

78.-8 No (SKIP TO 48.) 
3.6 Cannot determine * 
0.4 NA , r » 

47. Is. there a financial aid transcrfpt on file? 



12.8%Yes 



4 . 3 No :- 

82.8 NA 



Resolve 4.1% Unresolved 
0 . 2 Resolved 
95.7 N/APP 



48./ Has the student defaulted on a Federal loan or is in repayment on a Federal 
grant from another school? 

(f.3%Yes "* # 

83. 3 No t 
15.6 Cannot determine t 

0.8 NA 

-49. Has the student received a Federal loan or grant from this school in prior * 
years? 

47.9%Yes ... ' 

51.2 No (SKIP TO' 52.) 
0.9 NA * 
5Q. Is the student in default on a Federal loan or in repayment on -a Federal grant 
from, this School? •*• 



0. l%Yes 



Resolve O.Q'8% Unresolved 
Q.Q.2 Resolved 



46. 5 No 99. 9a N/APP 

1.2 Ca*rrfb't determine 4 
-52.3 NA 

5*1. It resolution is necessary, documentation for conclusion: 

N/APP 

(N = 0) ' , 

,4 



o 



ERIC 



4 



Completion of SER .* 
52. Is ther-e any evidence that", the student was taking a correspondence course? 

0.3% Yes ; 
99. 4 No 

0.3 NA ' ' • 

■ v : — — . 

If "Yes," the student can only be charged actual, tuition and 
fees, and room/board can be included only for a residential 
period of study, ~" 

53* Is there any evidence that the student is incarcerated? 

0.5% Yes, 
99.2 No* - . 

0.*2 NA_ : ; , 

— c : * — ■ : 

If ' "Yes , " ' the allowance for books*' is ^$150 and no roonj/board 
allowance is provided. 



The ordinary allowance t for books and miscellaneous t expenses is 

$400. Use $400 in determining the cost of education if the 

responses to both Questions 52 and 53 are "No.:" 
* # ~\ , » 

■ ■ » L_ , 

54. Determine the student's rooa-and board arrangement. (Check one response.) 

Contracts with the institution for'room and board 

25.8%. , . . '.Full-time (SKIP .TO 55*0 ' 
'2:2 Less than full-tine (SKIP TO 58.) 

t r » 

■* v » 

Contracts with the institution for room only *» 

• 2.1 . .- . . . JuLl-time (SKIP TO- 56.0 - «' 
0.1 . . '. . Le^ss than full-time f<Slt;IP TO 5*9.) 

Contracts with the institution for, board only •' 

0.3-.., .... Full-time (SKIP TO '57.) , 

0.1 .' . . . Less- than full- time (SKIP TO 60.) m* ' 



69.0 . . '. . '. Lives off-campus (has neither room nor board,) contracts). 

Uses $1,100 off-campus allowance in determining cost of education. 
(SKIP" TO 61.) ' ^ • 



55. v ^Detenninet the .actual rotfm and, board £8arges *for the full* academic year: 



56. 



Determine the actual Gha~ ~ 
(SKIP TO 61.) *#U: 



X = $1,772 



57. Determine the*actual cfra>rg£ .§pi ]Jhe student, for board — 



(SKIP TO 61. ) * 



f ■ 



(N = 


1,171) 




• 


X = 


$789 


(N = 


97)- . 


X = 


•$618 




(N '= 


14) ' 



58. 



Determine the actual changes"' tcf £he student»for weekly room and board — - 

and the number of 'days per week covered — _ x 

X - 6.6 , (N 

• " i . "' ' (N = 5) ' 



$54 
5) 



x 7- = 



Actual charge 
of room and 
board 



Days covered 

{SKIP TO -61.) 



X 
(N 



$1 ,646 
■101) 



59. Determi ne the a ctual charges to the^student for weekly room — n/APP 

ind the number of days per week covered — - ( N _ q) 
;SKIP TO BOX BELOW 60.) 



60. Determine the actual charges to the student for weekly board -- n/A"P<P 

and the number'of days per week covered — (n = q) 



Actual charge 
of room or 
board 



Davs covered 



x 7 = X = $769 

(N - 11) * 1 



303 



61. .Is the SER valid? 



70. 2% Yes .(SKIP TO 63.) 

28.1 No • 

1.7 NA 



'26.4% Unresolyed 
Resolve 1>4 Resolved " 

72.2 N/APP 



62. For which of the' following reasons is the SER invalid? (Check all "Hat apply.) 



4 . 3% Photocopy . 

0.2 No SEI 
19.5 SER is 'not signed by FAO 

1,3 Other^(Specify) 

74.7 N/APP 



63. a) What is *the SEI? - 

X = 4 3 2 



(N = 4 J t? 503) 



V 



b) What is the transaction number? x = * • 8 

(N = 4491) 



(two figures - bottom right-hand corner of SER) 



c) Total Education Cost from SER 



d) Scheduled Award, from SER 



e) Expected Disbursement 
from SER 



X 
(N 



• X 
(N 



X 
(N 



\ 



$3,182 
3,900) 



$1,072 
3,905) 



$987 
3,885)' 



64. Full-Time Tuition and fees 

(See Q.38.) If course is over 
12 months, multiply full-time 
T & F by 12 r number of months.) 



X 
(N 



$1,424 
4,511) 



ERIC 
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III. PACKAGING — (Complete only if student received aid other than BEOG .) 



65.' Student's academic year budget for 

campus-based aid is: X = $5,051 

(N - 2,7*8) * ' 



66. Expected family. contribution as determined by institution for award purposes: 



\ 



Calculated parental contribution 
(If negapj^e put H - M in tirst box.) 



' - Student's summer # earnings (NON-CWS) 



X = $2,74 

'(N = 2 , 487) 

X = $418 

(N = 2,568) 



Student's contribution from assets 



X =5 $78 
(N = 2 , 3771 . 



Student's academic year earnings, , 
exclusive of CWS or other aid. . 

y/ Other (Spe.cify) *_ 



X =i $334 
(N = 2,2,41) 

X = $2,331 , 
(N*=* 378) 



67. Did the student reject or refuse any^ financial aid? 
3 i%Yes If Yes, what aid and what amounts? 

Type of Aid: 



Amount: x = $842 
(N = 141) 



Type of Aid: 



Amoun 



'57.6 No 

1.8 Cannot determine 
37.6 No answer 



err: 



X = $1 , 190 
(N = 7) 



Hi 



ERJC 
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68. TYPES AND AMOUNTS OF FINANCIAL AID RECEIVED: (All amounts should be for the/ 
current academic' year; if shown for only one semester, double all amounts* / 
Please specify all M Other M *kinds of assistance received by the student, and/ kode 
the SOURCE of each using the following codes. If data are not available, c/ode 
9999. DO NOT RECORD AID THAT WAS REFUSED.) 

1 3 State grant * 

2 = Institutional grant - need-based 

3 = Institutional grant t - ^ability-based 

4 = Tuition v remiss ion . 
. 5 » Private, nonins titutional grant 

6 = Other Federal grant ^ 

7 = Other non-Federal loaq 

8 = Other or . source- unknown 

»• 

■Basic Educ. Opp. Grant (BEOG) X = $1 025 

rf (N =' 3,017) 

Supplemental EOG (SEOG) X = $265 

(N = 2,655) 

\ 

Nat'l. Direct 'Student Loan (NDSL) . .' £ w = $348 

(N =• 2,638)' 

College Work-Study (CSW) ' X = $498 

(N = 2,622) 




X' 



Guaranteed Student Loan (GSL) 
Other (Specify) 



Other (Specify) 



X = $571 
(N = 2,511) 



X = $818 
(N- 2,106,) 



Source Code 



X = $790 
(N = 772) 



Source Code 



ERIC 



us 



» . X - $657 
(N'= 162) 

So.urce Code' 

X = "$60 2 
' (N = 28) 

Source Code * 



IV. DISBURSEMENTS' (Business Office) 



Record BEOG disbursements only. If ADS,* SKIP TO 76. 



69. Disbursements made: 

Credited 
to Account 



Cash 
Payment 



Date 



X = 


$296 . 


X = 


$149 ' ' 1 


(N = 


44,84) - 


*(N = 


447B) *' 

« 


X = 


$293 


X = 


$134 • 


(N = 

1 


3839) 


(N = 


3832) 


X = 


,$128 


X = 


$i^r~^ 


(N* = 


1013) 


(N = 


10I J 3) 


. more 


than one-half of 


the BEOG 


* 

award disbursed in the 



or more than one-third for quarter system schools (e.g., before the midpoint of 
an eight-month, programj in the first semester of a two-semester academic vear, 
fete.)? 5 ' 



3.0% Yes 



90.8 No , * . 
6.2 No Answer 
71. Future -disbursements 
Scheduled: 



Resolve ? • ! Z Unresolved 
0.2 Resolvedfl 
97.1' N/APP '* 



Amount 

X = $70 
(N = 2147) 

X = $6 
(N = 1694) 



Date ~ (Month/Year) 



V. OVERPAYMENTS, REFUNDS, REPAYMENTS (Business Office) 

72. Was a determination made that the student was overpaid? 

5.7% Yes 
90.8 4 No (STOP HERE.) 
3.5 No Answer 

73. How much? ^ - $195 " 

(N = 242) 



• 74. Why? 

0.3%Student misreport * 
0.9 Institutional error, 
1.8 Student changed course load 
0.2 Cannot determine 

2.3 Other (Specify) 

94. J N/APP 1 
0.5' No Answer ' * 

75. How did the institution attempt to recover the funds? (Check all that apply.) 

0 . 6%Award ^ adjustment 

3.2 Debited student account 

0 Turned case over to collection agency(s) 

0. 4 Called student 
6 Called parent(s) 
0 Referred to '*ED 

, 0 . 3 .Did nothing 
0*3 Cannot determine 

1. 1 Other (Specify) 
94. 1 N/APP , 



0 No answer 




^ Complete Questions 76-83 if a refund is indicated, 

-- - - — ~ -------- ^ t «, 

76. What is the base amount (usually tuition and -fees, and living expense if on 
campus) subject to refund? • 4 

. X = $1 ,444 . 

(N = 43) 

0.02% Cannot determine - Why? 

99 .90 No answer 



77. What percent of this is subject to refund according to institution policy? 

■' X = 76% ' 
(N = 41) 

0% Cannot determine - Why? . 

99.9 No answer 

78. What was the student's calculated refund? 

X * $702 
(N = 42)- 



0.02% Cannot determine - Why? J 

99.90 ^o answer 
79* What was the amount credited to the BE0G fund? 

X = $895- 
(N =44) • 

0.1% Cannot determine - Why? , 

99.8 No answer 

80. Does the institution appear to have followed its policy? 
0.9%Yes ; 

0 No * f 
0' Cannot determine j 
99.0' No answer 

Comment: * o 



ER?C 



3 



1 n 



81.. Was a repayment computed? 
0.4% Yes - How much? 



' 'x< = $194 
(N = 190 



,0.2 No 

0 ■ Cannot determine 
99.3' No answer * 



Comment : 



82. How was the repayment compared? 



^4 



83. * Does the institution appear to have followed its policy? 

0.02% Unresolved 



0.50% Yes^ 
0.02 -Xo 



Resolve 0 ResoLved 

99.90 N/APP 



0 Cannot 'determine 
99 . 50 No answer: 



317 



INSTITUTIONAL INTERVIEW FORM 



1« Institution 



□ 



INST 



0 1 



Interviewer 



>3. Date 



MONTH DAY YEAR 



4. Start Time 



TYPE OF INSTITUTION: 



90.5% % Regular Disbursement 



9.5 



13 yst em .( RD S ) 
Alternate Disbursement 
System (ADS) 



50.2% Public 

31.1 Private nonprofit 

18.7 Proprietary 

26.6% University 

23.0 Other four year 
34.4 At least two yea^r , 

less than four year 

3.9 At least one year, 

less th^n two year 

12.1 At least six months, 

less thatf one year^ 



( 



3 IS 



I. ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION 



Calendar Year Criteria 

s x 

!• What type of academic calendar is used' 

5 8.4% Semester 
'2.3 Trimester 

21.0 Quarter 

15.1 Clock-hour 

3 m 3 More than one 



Full-Time/Part-Time Criteria 

2# * What system of credit measurement is used? 

* '13.1% Clock-hours ' 
78.3 Credit -hours 
2.0 Combination 
, 1.6 Units 

3« What is the minimum number of units per term for a full-time student 

Clock-hours X * 7 49 ' 
(N = 53) 

Credit-hours X = 12 

(N « 247) 




4» What is the minimum number of units per term for a half-time student 

Clock-hours X = 385 * 
, (N = 24) 

Credit-hours = 5 

* •* (N = 254)" 



5. 



If a grade point or quality point average is completed, how amch are the various 



grades vorth? 
Points 



Other Quality 
Indicators 



TT 



1 1 



Eligible ?rogr\m Criteria 



6.- 



Numerical 
Value 



T 



Does your institution offer any programs of study considered ineligible 'for 
award under tne BEOG definition of program eligibility? 



31.0% Yes (List) .\ . 
69.0 No (SKIP TO 8.) 
0 Cannot determine 



3. OX Medical and dental programs 

17.8 Adui^ education and continuing education program 

7.9 Other vocational education programs 

1.6 Programs^not eligible because of length 

0*7 Combination of above anavers . 

69.0 Not applicable — all programs eligible 



What is your procedure to determine whether the 'student is enrolled in a orosram 
eligible for BEOG funding? - " 



\ 



3..6Z Admissions office' 

8.2' Computer system 

5.6 Financial aid officer checks file 

1*6 Enrollment agreement — » 

0.3 ADS approval 

2.6 Check* v*ith registrar 

1.6 Financial .aid officer receives notice from programs 

6.6 No procedure Indicated 

69.8 Not applicable — all programs eligible 



frfclidation Mandated by ; A- 



8. 



How many students at your institution have been selected* for validation by SD in 
1980-81? a | 7 

Students X = 144 

(N - 300T * 

1 . 6% Canncrt determine v * 
0 No answer , < 



9. How rsany students have r.o^ responded to the request for documentation? 

Students 

O^Cannot determine 
• *o 5,0 answer 
Institutional Validation 

10. Do- vou as an institution select some 3a$ic Grants recipients for validation? 

* ¥ 

54,4% Yes 

45.6 NO. Why not? . . . 14. 4X Insufficient staff 

* 16.4 Do not see the need for it 

- ' 5 ' 6 Never considered it ~ i, \ 

4.6 Not applicable— ADS (SKI? TO. LA.) 

0.7 Do not know procedure • 
54.4 Not applicable*— do not select students for validation 
3 . 9 No answer 

H. How do you determine which students to validate? SOTZ; If school has a written 

policy, get a copy. . * 

MO. 2% Validate all *BE0G students 

,0.6 Randomly sltople 
* 5.2 Use selective criteria 
27.5 Suspicious circumstances 
1.3 Match SER With another student aid form 
2.0 Only validate those who apply for campus-based aid 
4.6 dombination, of above answers * * 

48.5 Not applicable. — 'do not select students for institutional validati 

12. For about how teny Sasic Grant eligibles have you required documentation as a 
result of your institutional validation procedures during this year? 



Students x ■ 151 
(N = 451) 

0% Cannot determine 

2.0 ^° answter^ 
48.5 



48.5 Not appli-cahle-- do not seljsct students m * 
13. Approximately what percent and what number of the Sasic titant eligmxes wno were 

chosen for institutional validation had their awards altered as a result of 
validitiott? 

X - 31% X - 55 ' • V ' 

(N.« 146) (N = 146) 

0^ Cannot determine ** , 
3.6 No answer^ ^ 
48.5 Not applicable— do riot select. students for institutional valid, 



^^I'l*^ Ay^'f <it ^$&x&iii$tiori of . income "ar 



re routinely collected by your financial* 



; X*£r Wi -aid .r eclp Leqfc? 



Cb>. All SEOC 'scu^iics- seiecced^;. 
-for institutional validation' 



60 . 7£Notre / ; ] ^ - ^ -/ ; 

0.7 Agency- ssa^ments or ^"ontaxajbls 
income; -J i" , - ^ -; 

? K fr^IR^CerVif ied. £ed. income rax *ret.' 
20. § " ;, Cppy ^f' f;iler/*/^Vdy income tax ret, 
0 W-2 statements V ^- 
jj^ State* iticpme. tex>&&jLtas *'Yr 
q "'^STj ^P^^at; .his '4^a liable 
0 A'Sepcy^^&cemefics; fc£ ea. benefits 

16.1 Combination of above answers 



-* 6 


.2%' 


0 


.3 


2f>6 . 


19 


•. Q- 




0 ' 




0 




' 0 




0 


- 21 


.0 


' '50 


.8 



\ 



select. students 



15. What types of documentation of assets and debts ar^ .routinely collected by your 
Financial Aid Office? * 



no 





(a) For all aid recipients . 


(b) 


For-all 3E0G students selected 




t 




for institutional .validation 


89.4% None 




31.1,% 


0.3 


IRS-Certif ied Fed.- income tax ret. 




0.1 


5.6 


Copy of filer's red. income tax ret.* 




8.2 


0.7 


Statements of property values of 




0.1 




home, business, or farm ' 






0 


Lawyer/accounting statements 


\ 


'0 


0 


Real estate company statements 




0 


0 


Tax assessments 




. ' 0 


•o 


Motes 




0 


0.3 


Payment notices 




0 


1.0 


Bank statements 




0.1 


1.0 


Other 




2.3 * ' * 


1.6 


Combination of above answers 




3.3 ' 



Citizenship Criteria 



( ; - 52.1 Not applicable — do not 

. select students ^ 
16. How often does your institution require documentation of citizenship/resi- 
dency? * • . „ 



15.7% 



Always 



35.7 only for^, certain groups of students (permanent residents) 

20.0 Only for ''suspected students 

21.0 Never (SKIP TO 19.) 

12.3 Cannot determine 

3.0 For certain groups and suspected students 

2.3 NA 
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For about .how -aany students have you required documentation of citizenship/ 
residency during this year? 

* • 

Students X = 142 

(N = 221) * 

0 Cannot 'determiae 
' 0 No answer * 



18. 



Vnat types of documentation- are collected? . 

39.7% Form l-lSfor Form 1-551 Alien Rejistration-'Recei>fc. ("green card", 
0.3 Birth certificate 

0 Baptismal certificate ' 
1 . 6 I^S form * _ n ^ 

5.9 1-94 Arrival-Departure document (political refugee status; 

^ 7.2 Other 

_ . 2{KJ-£x3mb±nat±an_of .aJbove answers 

24.9 Not applicable — do not require documentation of citizenship* 

VA Assistance. Criteria 

19* Is the financial aid office routinely provided information on all student- VA 
assistance and/or changes, to such assistant? (Information may be provided by 
any source, i.e., VA^ or studfents.) 

5,0.5% Always' 1 m v , 

9 . 2 Sometimes 
11; 5 Only when requested ' 0 

26.6l^ever (SKIP TO 23.) 

0 Cannot determine • 

2.0 No 'answer • 



9. 51 Registrar 
28.5 VA of f ice on campus 
3.6 Other campus office 



- 3.6 other campus oiucb 

20. Who provides that information.' l6 . 5 V a regional office nffir * 

r -49 Student obtains information from VA office 



5.9 Student (no mention of VA office) 

2\3 Combination of above answers 

26.6 Hot applicable—aid office receives no info, on VA assistan 

2.\ No/*ansver 



2U How often do you use this information c& verify SER data? 



29.5% All of the time , 

28.5 Some of the time # 
13.1 None' of the time * 

2.0 No answer ; 

26.6 Not applicahle-.-aid oCf ice receives no info, on VA assistance 
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7 

0 0 



About how sany corrections were there this year as a result of VA assistance 



'information? 



Corrections x = 9 

(N = 204) f ^ 



Reporting Discrepancies to ZD 



2k 




How often do you refer suspected or apparent SER discrepancies to ED 'for 

validation and resolution? » ^ 

\ 

2.0% Always \ 
'6.2 Sometimes 
♦ 0 ^Jever 

Cannot determine 
i . 9 \ No answer * 

:he following reasons have you not referred apparent or suspected 
to ED? (Circle all that apply,) ^ w . 

73/4% Resolved in-house » 
1 . 6 4 Wasn't -aware* of this option x 
1.0 Referred cases before without results 

0#3 ?lot enough time available to prepare referral * • < 

21.9 Combination of above answers, 
2.0 Not applicable — all cases are referred to ED 

25. Kow aany cases have you referred this year to ED? 

Students ^ _ ^ g • 



\ 



c ' *•» ~i . 



9 

ERIC 
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II. PROCESSING ELICI31ZS 



Sati^factyy Academic Progress 



26. What are your criteria for a student's maintenance of "satisfactory academic 
orogress?" Note : GeT~T^^y, if possible. 

\ * ' 

2.0 G.P.A. sversge (on a 4.0 »c»le) 
1.0 - 2.0 average' 

Floating scale m . j 

If student is registered, satisfactory progress is assumed 
Complete required number of credit hour, (no G.P.A. ret,uir.«m«n t) 
Complete required number of credit hour, and maintain required G.P.A. 
Other. 

Ho answer ' * • 



22. ex 
6.6 
18.7 
14.1 
13.4 
19.0 
2.6 
2.9 



17: Which o'ffice actually determines if a student is making satisfactory academic^ 
progress ~f6r purposes of "3E0G- award -eli-gibi-iity?--- ^- 



12. IX Desn's office 0 

46.6 Financial aid 

14.8 Registrar 

1.6 Academic advisory/standards office 

3.3 * Academic review committee 

4.9 Director of school 

1.0 Financial aid officer and academic officer 

11.5 Combination of above answers 

4.3 Mo answer ^ 



45. IX Esch semester 



28. How often is "it done? 



17.7 
10.8 
4.3 
3.6 
5.6 
9.8^ 
La 
f.O 



Each quarter . ^ 
Annually > 
Monthly 

Weekly • or more of t£n 

Semi-annually rega/dless of s-yatem of credit measurement 



Mot apT**£*ble 3 
Mo answer 



fc.demic progress is never monitored routinely 



29. • What procedure do yo6 use to check that these criteria have. been met? 




36*7X Check grades 

14.4 Check that student is registered 

9.3 Check .hours or "credits completed * 

3.1 Chack attendance and grades 

10.0 Check institution's probation list 

1.7 Check attendance 

3.8 Academic committee decides ' ^ 

19.6 Check hours or credits completed and grades 

0.3 Personal knowledge 

1.0 Computer hold system 



Enrollment Status 



30. ,Do you check the student'^ enrollment status before 
award? 



89.2%. Yes. How? 



:omputing (pr certifying) an 



10.8 No - 



, 50. 8Z Check with reglst._„ 

1 . 3 Check with other on- campus office 
• * 4.3 Check atudent's financial account 
2.6 Check fi^anclil aid application 
1.3 Student algna statement 

4 .6 Check enrollment agreement . . ^ ^.u 

For about how many students this year have you computed (or cer- 
tifiac) awards without checking the student's enrollment status? 



0.3Z Class schedule is attached to SER 

11.8 Use computer system 

0.7 Check with Ins true tor ( s) 

3.9 Personal knowledge 

10.8 Not applicable — do not check status 

7 . 5 No answer 




5^= 638 v ' 
N = 331 



1 .6% ADS school 

8.5 Assume full time, for all students 
0.3 yDid not think it was necessary 
89 . ^-ANot .applicable — check status before 
computing award 



31. Dd you check a student'^ enrollment status before each parent is disbursed Co- 
certified)? ^ 



95.5% ^es " * ------ . 

5.2 No - For about how sany students' thf s yealr have payments been disbursed 

(or certified) without checking the student's enrollment status? 
2.3, No answer - X = 

' ■ • *N * 13) 



Affidavit of Educational 'Purpose or Signed Statement 

32. Do you require a student to^mplete^"na tarized ~AjSidavit"oT Educational 
- .Purpose rather thin-a signed statement? 

55.4%Always , * • " 

25.6 Sometimes 
•2.0 barely 

16.1 S* v «r ' 
1.0 No answer 



erJc 
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Previous Loans or Grants * 

* • 
33. Do you determine whether a student owes monies on previous 5E0G, SEOG, or SSIG 

grant% made at your institution before making any disbursements (or 

certifications)? 



90.8% Yes - HOW? ' 28. 5X Check with burtness or registrar's office 

% 14.1 Computer hold ly^tem . t 

3.9 
17.7 
3.0 

•*0 .16.4 

Cannot determine * . 2.'o 



8-5 
0.-3 
0-3' 



Personal knowledge 

Check^ftiudent ' ■ financial aid file 
Collect statement froo student 
Check account record in financial aid office 
Not applicable — ADS 

Other / * 



No answer 



8.5 Not applicable — do not. make determination, before disburse* 
4.9 No answer 



Do you determine whether a student is in default >ft any GSL >v FISL, or NDS L^o ans 
made for attending your institution' befdre leaking any BEOG .disbursements w 
"certifications)? > • - . 



NDSL 

m 

76.1%Yes 
15-7 No 

_ 0^7.. Cannot- determine 
7.5 No answer 



• GSL/FISL 

$ ^ 

'63.9% ?es 
30.5 - So 

2.0 Cannot determine! 

3,6 No answer 



35. How do you obtain information regarding default* (Re^d categories and circle 
all that apply. ) 



4 .6X From students ; - 

37.4 By a record check .» ' 

5.6 Receive' Info . .from other institution (s) 

0/7 Personal knowledge 

5.2 Not applicable— ADS or do- not obtain info.* \ 
23.3; Combination of above answers 

3.3 No answer * \ • t \ 

36. Do yea collect statements testifying* t0 * the ' fact that the ? haV8 not defaulted d * 
their ^ISL, GSL, 'or NDSL loans or. that they^we any. -BEOG fund's to other 
institutions* - . - * - • * 

% \ * , * \ ' ' 

63.0%* Yes - How?. .28.9% Require 'financial' aid transcripts 

^ • transfer students^ 

* . 14*. 1 t Students sign statement ' on award 

37.0 No * * " t i . letter ^ • 

i^.'l 'All students sign affidavit' or* -i. 
statement 

1.0 Require statement ftom p.revious 

A t . institution 
•0.3 Check with state agencies 
4.9 Combination of above answers 
0.7 No answer * 
37.0 Not applicable— do npt collect- 
' > statements * 1 



ERLC 



Bachelor > s Degree 



37. Do you check whether, a student has received a bachelor's degree before aakir.2 a 
■ BEOG award (or certification)? * . 

88 • 2% Yes m * * 

11.1 ^ (SKI? TO 39.) ■ . * - 

0.7 Cannot; determihe 

38. How do ybu make this deterrai nation? ' * 
»••"•* • 

26. 6Z Check with th* registrar's office 
9 » 5 Collect a signed statement from the student 
° 1 ?\ 1 2 . 1 Check with the admissions office 

check financial aid transcript (transfer students) 
l2 » 5 Check original BEOG application • 
3.9 Check academic transcript (transfer students) t 
A. 9 Ask student 

5.2 Check financial aid records 

2.9 Check with registrar's office and other on-caapua office 
4.6 Combination of above answers , 
ll. I Not applicable— do not check for bachelor 'si degree • 0 > 

- Cost of Education <■ 

* 

-v39. What procedures do you 'use for determining whether a student is living on- or 
off-campus fo?> purposes^ of BEOG cost computations? 

8.9X Check* computer interface* .with housing or student data base record**" 
27.7 Information provided by on-campua office 
6.6 Information provided by student 



3.0 School makes no distinction and uses $1,100 o £ f -campus, cosjfcor 

everyone, even if they 'live on campus '• 
** A Combination of above answers 

Not applicable — all students live off campus or all live on campus 
or tuition is greater than $3;600 

Mo ..... 7 



1.6 No answer 




, Awa.rct Computation % • 

40. At what points during the award yefer' do you recalculate the student's axoected 
disbursement? (Circle all that apply.) * m , 

42.3% Be£ore each disbursement 
67.9 When enrollment status changes 

n Cannot determine . N * - 

4.9 Once each term" 

1.6 Between first a*id second terms 

0.1 When student withdraws ' 
O.lMore than four times a year 
7.2 Not applicable — ADS calculates 
1.6 Never recalculate 
m 0.1 Once halfway through program (clockhour schools) 

4.6 When housing or' residency (in-state out-of-state) s tatufc" changes 
3.6 When SEI changes . . 

0.1 NA , : 

Percentages do not total TOO percent cue to double counting 



41. 



Are awards calculated oanually or s by computer? 



73.8% Manually ^ . 

11.5 Computer 
g g Cotrbinatian 

7.9 Not applicable — ADS 

0.3 No answer 1 
42. '-Which of the following staff members do scheduled award calculations, (..re. 
aLl that app4y.) 

8 1 . 0%Prof essional staff 
2 7.9 Clerical staff 

5 " 9 Student clerks 

2 * 3 PeeT counselors 
"q Cannot determine 

2.0 Computer j . 

1.3 Paraprof essional or technical personnel^ 7 

8.2 Not applicable — ADS 

2.3 Combination of above answers 

43. Does vour institution routinely reverify the calculation. 

7 3.1% Yes ' J 

19.3 ' No " V N , ^ 

0 Cannot detemiae \^ 
0.3 No answer 

44. 7 'How SS£ lIuV^/AkVio^verify award calculations? (Check all that appl 

3 1.1% By same person rechecking work ^ 
48.9 By professional staff member 
19.7 B y clerical staff member 
g t 5 By computer 
' o Carinot determine 

1.6 Business office • office 

0.3 Financial aid office and business office 

1.0 Combination of above answers 

7.2 Not applicable— ADS 

6.6 Not applicable-do not reverify 



Percentages do not total 100 percent due to' double counting 



III. DISBURSAL 



Disbursement of BEQG Awards 

45. How frequently are payments disbursed to eligible recipients? 

v * >° 

4.9%Monthly s- . 
0 3i-monthiy C 
11.1 Quarterly (every three months) 
59.0 One* P er term (semester, trimester, quarter) 
2 1 # 5" Beginning and midpoint of each academic term or payment period 

0.3 Depends on amount of REOG * 

2.0 More than twice a semester 

J 8,5 AD£>--disbursed twice a year v ' 

1.0 RDS — disbursed twice a year * 

0.3 Disbursed "on demand" 

0.6 Depends on the student f s program 

0.7 No answer • * < 

46. In what form are disbursements' made?* 3 (Circle all that apply.) * 

2 7. 5% Check to student for the full amount (each, payment period) 
13.8 Check to, student which must be endorsed over to school , 
75.4 Credited to student account 

0 Credited to student account, balance disbursed to student! by check 

0.7 School uses all t;he above disbursement systems 

2.0 One check endorsed dver to institution, balance disbursed to 

stud^tfl? by ^check - 
1.6 School uses' a voucher system*. „ 



* 

Percentages da not total 100 perceat due to double counting 



\ * 
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Refund and Repayaent 

JiOTE: Get copy of refund and repayment policy. 
* m - \. 

47. For which of the following reasons has your institution had BEOG overpavnents 
this year? (Circle all that apRly.) 

Approximately how many? 



5 . 2% Ineligible '.student 



X 
(N 



7.3 
69) 



13.1 Calculation error 



2 6.9 Student reduced course load 



X 
(N 

X 
(N 



14.4 
118) 

69.7 
133) 



. 26.2 Dropout 



i 



X = 40.4 
(N = 171) 



3 .0 ED yalidation 
19.7 'None 



1 . 3v $5€ Federal reduction to $1,750 
0.7 Failure to make satisfactory academic' 
progress 

0.3 Typing or transcribing error 

0.7 Other institutional .error 

0.3 Change- in residency status 

2 . 6 No answer v 



X = 12.3 
fN <= 39) 



• X = 37,. 4 
(N = 34) 



FRir 



48. How do you usually attempt to recover overpayments? (Circle all that apply.) 

* " Approximately how many ? 



25.9% Deduct from student's next payment(s) 



X = 43.2 
(N = 107) 



2 # 9 Obtain signed agreement from student for 
inpayment 



X = 2V.8 
(N = 34) 



3 7.0 Bill student 



X = 49.6 
(N =■ 157). 



3^0 Do n °t recover payment/but suspend sext 
scheduled payment 




1»3 Don't attempt to recover overpayment 

0.7 Ask for repayment; conference witfi 

student \ 
4.6 Institution restores funds to BEOG 

account, 1 then may or may not 

collect from student 
5.9 Report it to ED (ADS school) 
7.9 Debit student's account 
10.8 No .answer 



X 



.X 

Or. 



0.8 
6) 



,44.0 
4'6) . 
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A 



Tell ne the percents of each of the following categories of cost your 
institution refunds to students who leave school before term's end. Your 
numbers should reflect refunds prior to financial aid payment adjustments. 



Week 




Tuition 


Fees 


Room 


3oard 


1 


X 




79% 


46% 


■ 

• 39% 


49% 




N 


= 

J 


274 


242 


136 


11,2 


■ 2 
















X 




, 66% 


51% 


87% 


44% 




N 


~ / 


263 


231 


144 


106 


3 
















X 


_ 


47% 


26% 


25% 


35% 




N 




254 


216 


126 


104 ' 


— 4 


X 




35% . 


20% 


20% 


30% • 




N 




228 


193 


r 118 


96 


5 
















X 




21% 


12% 


14% 


20% . 




N 




200 


176 


110 


92 



6 


X = 


19% 


11% 


13% 


19% 




N = 


133 


114 


77 


69 


7 














X = 


17% • 


20% • 


- 67% 


' 16% 




N = 


99 


98 


77 


51 


8 


X = 


17% 


6% 


9% 


* 16% 




N - 


75 


69 


.45 


42 t - 



When students leave your school prior to term's end and are eligible for a 
Pfcfi^fid, how is the amount of repayment to the 3E0G account determined? 

30. 8Z ED Repayment policy as written in regulations or ED payment policy 

» t with slight modification by a university policy 

19.7 Pro-rated on percentage basis among all funds 

•6.9 Not applicable—institution does not disburse more than student 
4 „ is liable for at any one time, or disburses BECC only after 
Jttudent is 100* percent liable for tuition and dther charges 

c 8.5 JWT applicable— ADS 1 

1.6 Institution does not make tuition refunds 

% 4.6 Whatever Is left over goes to BEOC account 

0.3 CSL, BEOC, TAP 

2.6 Full amount' restored to BEOC • 

4.3 NDSL/GfcL, SEOC, # BEOC, (or some other combination where BEOC is last) 

^6 Cannot determine 

15.1 Mo^anawer 



\ 



51. Do you have any problem using the ED formula to determine hew to credit the 3EC£ 
account? , ♦ 



61,62 No problem 

2,0 Not avare.of formula 
22.0 Ho k never'use formula 4 

13*4 Yes (complicated , burdensome, time consuming, ambiguous, conflict* 
with state law) ^ 
1.0 No answer 



32. Do you have any recommendations regarding ED repayment regulations? 



61.62 No 
8.2 -Not applicable— ADS* 
3.0 Tes, one policy should be uniformly 
applied to all colleges , 
12.5 Tea, simplify, clarify, do not use 
cash payments in calculation 

Fiscal Ocerations 



6,92 Tes, let institutions use their own 

policy; or', make it more flexible 

to fit different types of institutions 

1.3 *Tes, design disbursement system so 
repayment is not necessary 

4.9 Non-answer; recommendation is not in respect 
to repayment policy . 

1.6 No answer 



53; 



What procedures' do you use to praject estimated funding for, the remainder of the 
■ academic 'year when submitting the BECG progress' report? 



15.7 



30.52 Look at historic trenfds and estimate , 
35.4 General estimate based on the current number of recipients 

determine funds neededfor current recipients, then calculate the 
additional amount needed for validation cases, vincon^ng* eiigibles 
and others yet to be "paid r ♦ » 

Not applicable^-do -not complete progress reports ^? 
No answer * J * 



14,8 
3,6 



Did yoXx have any special problems this year with preparing the' progress "reports? 
(Describe) . . . , 



15.4%Yes 
84.6 No 



3.02 Problems handling manually a* ltfrge number of SERs 

2.3 Careless error on part of F AO , or other internal problem 
Problems with recoveries and*gross paym*a,ts section 

Confusion over Jtow to draw caah for $10 administra ttwa^cost allowance 
Received incorrect advice from Area Desk Rep- * * . 

Received incorrect da^a from ED ~ > 

Problems, in general , .with making estimates^*-*.- . • 

Problems estimating for part 'time students • ' Wfcflr***- v . -,^>v - 

Not enough time to pnocess progress reports; too much paperwork' 
Other * , % 

No answer « 

Not applicable— no prqblema < 



0.3 
0.7 
0,3 
,0/3 
1,0 
1.0 
1.6 
2.9 
2,0 
84,6 
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Do delays in your recipt of adjusted authorizations adversely ihpa<;t ypur 
ability to fund students? 1 * ' } 



31. l%Yes 



35.1 Mo 



IT. 4 Mo delays 
11.5 Not applicable — ADS 
4.9 No answer 



IV. TRAINING AND DISSEMINATION 3Y QSFA ' ^ 

56. Of the*prof essior.al people working f^r your office, appoximately what percent 
participated OSFA's Student Financial Aid Training Program Sessions during 
198CH81? * t 

X = 7 2% participated? x = 2.5 

(N = 301) •' (tf = 303) 

57. Would you have liked to have had more of your professional staff participating 
in these sessions? 

26/. 2% Yes - Whv did more staff nit participate? , _ . _ m . 

„ r r , . . ^. , . 5.91 lack of travel money 

6.2 Ocher demands 
" . 6.9 Not enough staff; no 

coverage for office 

69.3 ^ e nun ^ er wa & Tight. * A. 7 Training is not vorthvh 



0.3 No. Too many people already participate. (Explain) 
3.0 Cannot determine 73 - 1 Not applicable 



1.3 Combinations of above 

answers 
1.6 No ansver 



58;* How wouid yo^|te the information provided by OSFA's "Area- Desk Reps?" 

(a) program Specialists^ (b) Program Specialists in 

- - in Washington , Regional Office - 

19,.0%Excellent (high quality^ timely response) 32.5% 

40.7 Good ) ' 36. 1 

14.1 Fair 10.2 

12. 1 Poor (incorrect and/or. late answers) * '6.6 

13.4-^Canndt determine t 14.8 
O.T^No answer . * 



\ 



General Comments : wftat types of errors do you* feel are most prevalent in the 
delivery of Basic Grants? What can be done to correct 
them? * ' * ' 



r 



V. PACKAGING - 

5§. What peeds analysis system i,s currently us.ed by your inscicucion co calculate 
•fatally contribution for undergraduate students? (Circle most frequently used 
rora. ) . i 
4.9%No answer 
11.5 Basic Granc Application t 
.44.6 CSS (Financial Aid Form) . »' 

s 18.7 ACT (Family Financial Statement) t 
3.6 Other needs analysis form* 
12.8 Combination of above answers ^ 
60.* Approximately vhac percentage of the need-analysis determined parental 
contributions have to be recalculated? • 



Comment : x" = 9.6% 

4.6Z Recalculation^ is dona if char* (N = 283) 
is a significant change in the ' 
. ' $tudent , » (family's) c ircumstancas • > 

2.6 Whan wrong information is glvan on application 
1.3 Needs analysis calculation is dona at the campus 

1.0 Recalculations due to processor errors > 
1.3 Mostly recelculete for„ Independent students - . ' 

2.9 Not much of e problem; proceesors are getting better 
1.0 Recelculete when figure's were estimated on ep»lica*tfon 
6.9 Miscellaneous comments . * 

t 3.3 Rerely or never recelculete' * 

75.1 No comment 

61. Did your school require students *to apply for BEOGs in order to receive other 
types of aid? (Circle one response.) 

, 75.7%Y'es , * " 

M 21.3 No . • v * 

3.0 No answer * • 

62. How were BEOG application forms (including .CSS, ACT, and other available data 
s entry f«as) distributed at your school? (Circle all that apply.) * 

19-. 7%aii incoming .students received the forms _ 

46.2 An effort was made to inform students where the forms may be obtained 

7 2.1 Forms were available at the Financial Aid Office 

38.4 Foras*vere available at other locations (e.g., student union, dormitor- 
ies, etc.) 

17.4 All of the above were us^ ,to distribute the forms 
6.6 Farms were mailed ^r distributed to all students pn * 
on financial aid 

4.6 Forms were distributed at financial aid meetings, workshops, 
* and seminars 

3.6 Combinations x>£ the above answers 



* 



Percentages do not total 100 percent.due to double' counting 
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63. In what order did you normally consider the use of different types of aid in 
your packaging during 1980-31 for full-time , undergraduate students! Please 
rank each of the followi-ng kinds of assistance in the order that you typically 
consider their use (e.g.*, you might usually look to .other aid first, then 
institutional funds, then NDSL, in fchich case these sources would be labeled 1, 
2, and 3, respectively, in the boxes below). BEOG assistance shotild be 
ignored . 

Mumber the sources of aid' in the order you consider theur in the packaging 
process and enter in the boxes a typical dollar award amount for each type of 
aid. Ties are permitted: (e.g., you may code more^than one source as "1"). If 
you make no use of a source or do not participates^ such programs, please enter 
a "7" in the bpx. For example, if an institutioii^ypically began wit;h 
Institutional Grants, n&t packaged CWS, then NDSL, and ended up With SEOG*, the 
results would be coded- as follows: * 
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Sources of Aid: 
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APPENDIX B 
EXPERIMENTAL BIAS 

The procedures of this study did not involve" unobtrusive 
measurement. Whenever people are examined, it is possible that 
they will alter their behavior. In the- case of this study, it 
was necessary to contact the schools, students, and parents ahead 
of time to allow them to gather information needed for the sample 
selection, interviews, record abstracts, etc. Thus, it is pos- 
sxble that students, administrators, and parents made correc- 
tions and changes they otherwise would not have made before any 
measurements took place. In order to assess the likelihood of 
biased behavior caused by our contact with institutions and 
' recipients, a group of about 1,000 nonsampled students were, 
selected, and unobtrusive measures of their corrections behavior 
were made* In order to remain unobtrusive, we' were severely 
limited in what we could measure. « 

The unobtrusive measures include observations of (1) whether 
or not corrected SERs were . submitted to the institutions when a 
correction had been recorded by the "central processor, (2) how 
many corrections were submitted, and (3) th% student eligibility 
index. * 

^The Corrections Control Group [CCG] -consists of 1,^026 BEOG 

* « * 

recipients who "submitted application corrections to the processor 
.after January 1, 1981. The CCG recipients attended 130 of the 



305 sampled institutions ♦ For these students we recorded SEIs 
and transaction numbers from their institutions 1 financial aid 
filesu i • 

Students selected for the Quality 'Control study and their 
respective institutions received letters notifying them of their 
obligation' to participate in the study and requesting their coop- 
eration. After notification, it is possible that some of the 
students took actions they noriq^lly would not have taken. If they 
had intentionally submitted .applications containing erroneous 
information in order to receive larger awards, they may have sub- 
mitted corrections in fear ofS, being .caught. - Another possible 
reaction to being selected would-be to refrain from submitting a 
correction supplying false data in order to decrease the SEI on 
the last SER. Undoubtedly, some applicants whd are disappointed 
with the* SEIs they receive on their first SERs do 'this repeatedly 
until they receive SEIs that satisfy them. It is likely that 
participation in the study caused the sampled student^ to take 
actions not in their favor, i.e., actions that 4 inqr eased their 

1 ' • * 

SEIs by decreasing the amount of error iin their awards. 

During data s collection at tl\e institutions , there was anec- 
dotal evidence of experimental effect among the institutions *as 
well*. • Sincd the institutions were given the names of the selec- 
ted '^students in order to make their files readily available to 
the data collectors,; it is possible that they; requested the 
selected students to^ make corrections before the survey team 
arrived. The school may also have checked ,the sampled records 
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^for institutional errors when they normally would not have** At 
some institutions, it was observed that the files of sampled stu- 
dents were in better order than those of students in the con- 
* trol group. 

The experimental effect for both the institutions and stu- 
dents would reduce award error for the sample, thus causing total 
awatid error for the BEOG program to be underestimated. Except for 
aspects of institutional error correction, the existence of 
experimental effects is manifested in SER corrections. 

It seems evident, from interviews with Financial Aid Offi- 
cers, that many eligible students that make corrections do not 
turn in their corrected SERs to their institutions* Fihancial Aid 
Officers if the corrections produced higher SEIs. In the' correc- 
tions control group, only 42.3 "percent submitted at least one 
corrected j ^pR to the school. The remainder had submitted at 
least one correction to the .processor but had rto corrected SERs 
in their files. The study sample had a much greater submittal* 
'rate. As shown in Figure B-l, of those who had made a correc- 
tion, 86 percent tfad turned in at least one correction to their 
schools. ' This indicates a behavioral difference between the con- 
trol gr^up and the sample. After being notified that 'they had 
been selected to participate in the Quality- Control' study, stu- 
dents in the sample may have felt compelled* to submit their cor- 
rected SERs expeditiously to their Institutions. Normally, as 
demonstrated .by the control group, the majority of students 
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* 

* ; 


SAMPLE 


CORRECTIONS 
' CONTROL 
GROUP . , 


• 

Group Sizje 


1, 324 


1,026 


Percent Submitting 
Corrections* 


t 

86% 4% 


. 42.£% • 


Ayerage Number of Corrections 


1.56 

r 


2.03 

i 


-Average SEI 


456.2 • 


378.3 


* 


> 

• 





Statistics in 'this table are unweighted averages of the s 
weighted institution statistics for the- 130 institutions. 



FIGURE 'B-l 

s 

COMPARISON OF QUALITY CONTROL SAMPLE AND CORRECTION 
CONTROL GROUP FOR THOSE WHO SUBMITTED CORRECTIONS 

TO PROCESSOR 



erJc 



o 4 o 



either are delinquent ip submitting their corrected SERs to the 
Financial Aid Officers or purposely negldct to submit them7"" 

To further investigate corrections behavior among students 
in 'the sample, the incidence of corrections for those in the sam- 
. pie should be compared to that of the -control group. Presumably; 
some who submit corrections are attempting to lower their ? SEis by 
replacing correct data. with erroneous data on their SERs. If the 
recipients in the sample who would have normally followed this 
course were intimidated by their participation in the. Quality 
b Control study, they may have submitted fewer additional correcf- 

* tions. Equally liXely is the possibility that students submitted 
corrections in response to being selected for the study. They 
may have ,been wary of having SERs which contained errors (pur-, 
posefully or not), or perhaps they were instructed by a Financial 
Aid Administrator to correct their SERs. 

As shown l irf Figure B-l, the average number of ' corrections 

submitted by students who had at least one correction in the sam- 

pie was one and a half, while those, in the control group made an 

♦ * - 

average of two corrections. This indicates that, on average, 
students in Jhe sample made fewer corrections than normally. The 

• Control group, being representative of recipients who made cor- 
rections, appear to be submitting more corrections. 

While the students who made corrections in the .sample made 
fewer than normal, their average SEI reported to their institu- 
tions was greater than the average SEI for the control group. 
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The average SEI for the sample was 456, whereas the average con- 
trol group SEI was 378. A lower SEI means higher awards. 
Apparently, sampled recipients were not .withholding their latest 
SERs from their financial aid officers if the SERs showed higher 
SEIs than their previous SERs. It is also unliXely that appli- 
cants submitted unnecessary corrections to manipulate their SEIs 
downward. If this scenario were true, we would expect the SERs 
in the institutions^- files to show a higher average SEI for the 
recipients in the sample relative to the recipients in the con- 
trol group, as evidenced in Figure B-l. SEIs of students maXing 

corrections in the sample were, not, on average, as low as SEIs of 
r 

similar students in the corrections control group. "Perhaps they 
f el*u/ inhibited by their participation in the Quality Control 
study and therefore did not submit erroneous corrections in order 
to minimize their SEIs. 

It is difficult to draw conclusions, given the nature of the 
corrections control group and the measurements % that could be 
obtained. .However, sampled % students submitted corrected SERs 
more often than the control '"group, had fewer additional correc- 
tions if they had at least one correction, and had higher SEIs 
than students in the control group. 

These three pieces of evidence point toward experimental 
bias in the direction of our underestimating program error. 
Experimental bias becomes a problem when drawing conclusions 
concerning the presence of an impact or treatment induced condi- 
tion. If the' measure of impact is biased downward, statistical 



methods^ will have a tendeficS^Jto incorrectly accept the "no- 
impact" (or in our case, the nonerror) Conclusion. In this)study 
the conclusion concerns the presence or absence of disbursement 
error. As noted earlier, the estimated disbursement^^ rQr—&s so 
high that downward experimental bias cannot over 
sion that error is present. Therefore, the existence of downward 
experimental bias does not have any substantive impact /out* liXely 
has a numeric impact-'-that is, our results underestirt^4te program 
error I 



th^ 1 con^i^- 
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APPENDIX C 
IMPLICATIONS FOR CAMPUS-BASED AID 



Ma!ny Basic Grant recipients also apply for and receive aid 
under one or more of the three Campus-based programs (Supple- 
mental Educational Opportunity Grants [SEOG], National Direct 
Student Loans [NPSL]^ and College' WorX-Study [CWS]). Figure C-l 
shows the percentages of Basic Grant recipients in our sample who 
also received Campus-based aid. These programs are need based, 
hence errors in determining expected family contribution for 
Basic Grants also affect the determination of need for Campus- 
based aid. It is the intent of this appendix to estimate the 
impact of erroneous application data, as revealed by our data 
collection, on the distribution of SEOG, *NDSL, and CWS awards. 

The estimates generated are subject to the following con- 
straints: , 

• The results only* apply to Basic Gramt recipients who 
1 also receive Campusrbased aid. No estimates are made 
' for Campus-base4 recipients who do^Niot currently 

receive Basic Grants. 

• The results are based on 1980-81 aid recipients. 

• Not all of the data needed to calculate the expected 
family contribution usin<^ the Uniform Methodology (the 
procedure used by most schools for calculating expected 
family contribution for Campus-based aid purposes) were 
available. 

• Our sample of students and institutions is representa- 
tive of Basic Grant recipients, not of Campus-based aid 
recipients. 



i 




BASIC GRANT RECIPIENTS 
WHO ALSO RECEIVED: 



PERCENT 



AVERAGE 



SEOG 
NDSL 
CWS 



Any Campus -based 



24.8% 
24.5% 
27.7% 



69 . 9% 



$ 624 
$ 825 
$1,035 
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Further, two assumptions were made in order to' estimate 
Campus-based aid changes: 

>/ 

% Institutions would have all the correct financial, and 
demographic information at the time of initial award 
packaging. , , 

• • Institutions package financial aid in the manner that 
they described to % our field "data collectors. m 1 



FINDINGS ! 

Results of the analyses are displayed in Figures C-2 through 
C-5, Ih Figure C-2 we compare the distribution of recipients for 
each of the three Campus-based programs estimated from applica- 
tion data versus verified data for the Basic Grant recipients in 
out sample. For example, using v application data and the packag- 
ing philosophies expressed by our sample of institutions, we 
estimated that 32.7 percent of the SEOG recipients from pur, sam- 
ple would be independent students. If we substitute verified 
data, this fraction decreases to 31.3 percent. [ Overall, Figure 
C-2 shows little change in the estimated distribution of Campus- 

I 

based aid recipients using verified data. * t 

However/ within income categories there is a difference 

I 

between estimated awards calculated using application versus ver- 
ified data. This is' shown in Figures C-3, C-4, and C-5. From 
these figures we see: " r ? 

m Roughly 40 to 70 percent of dependent students and 70 
to 90 percent of independent students would receive the 
same SEOG (Figure C-3 ) award using —application or 
Verified data. Over 85 percent have award differences 
wi/hin $250. ' ' x 

• For CWS (Figure C-4) the percent of students estimated 
to have received an award that would not have changed 
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^ $0 

$6,000 
$12,000 
$18,000 
Over $24,000 
Total Dependent 



-> 6,000 
- l 12,000 
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APPLICATION 
DATA 



16.6 
1,5.7 
14.4 
12.0 
_8.6 
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VERIFIED 
« DATA 



16.8 
17.0 
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11.6 
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APPLICATION 
DATA * 
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16.0 
14.6 
12.9 
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2.8 
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0.1 
- O.t 
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ESTIMATES OF THE .DISTRIBUTION OF CAMPUS- BASED AI# RECIPIENTS 
AMONG- STUDENTS IN OUR SAMPLE USING APPLICATION" AN£HreRIFIED DATA 



1 

( 


AWARD 


BASED 


ON APPLICATION DATA MINUS 


ESTIMATED 


AWARD BASED ON 


VERIFIED DATA 


INCOME 


LESS THAN - 


•$250 


BETWEEN -$2 AND -$250 


WITHIN $2 


BETWEEN $2 AND $250 OVER $250 






(UNDERAWARD) 






(OVERAWARD) 


Dependent Students 














$0 - 6,000 
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16.3% 
17.7% 
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had verified, data been available was roughly 40 to 65 
percent for dependent students and 6ff to 90 percent for 
independent students. Over 80 percent of dependent 
students and 95 percent of independent students had 
r t award differences withirt $250. 

• , -The. NDSL estimates closely parallel those for SEOG 
(Figure C-5) but with somewhat higher percentages of 
correct awards for independent students'. \) 

, PROCEDURE ( 

Figure C-6 shows Question 63 from the study's Institutional 

'Interview Form. This form was administered to the financial aid 
officers at the 3^5 institutions in our sample. The process for" 
transforming responses to these questions to* .formulas for pack- 
aging Campus-based aid is as follows': 

r t 

1. For dependent students at a ^school , the budget was 

*** «<* 

assumed to be the sum of EFC* BEOG, SEOG, CWS, NDSL, GSL, Insti- 
tutional Grants, and "other 1 - 1 for the type (1) student. For inde- 
pendent students the budget was assumed to be this sum for the^ 
type ^4) student. 

2. For dependent students: * \ 

(a) The variable R was set equal to each student's initial 
resources, EFC plus BEOG, calculated using verified data. 

(b) The .variables R]_, and R2, and' R3 were set equal 
to the initial resources, EFC plus BEOG, for the types (1), (2); 
and (3) students respectively. 

( c ) Each aid source for a student equaled the following': 

/ Budget - R \ 
Aid = (Aid x ) '.-^Budget - rJ if r < r 
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63 * In what, order did you normally consider the use of different types of aid in- 
your packaging during 1980-81 for full-time , undergraduate students? Please 
rank each of the following kinds of assistance in the order that you typically 
consider their use (e.g., you might usually look to other aid first, then 
institutional funds, then NDSL, in which case these sources would be labeled 1, 
2, and 3, respectively, in the boxes below). BEOG assistance should be 
ignored . fc 

Number the sources of aid in the order you consider them in the packaging 
process and enter in 'the boxes a typical dollar 'award amount for each type of 
aid * Ties are permitted (e.g., you may code more than one source as f T 4 ).- If 
you make no us.e of a' source or do not participate in such programs, please s enter 
a *7" in the box. For example,. if an institution typically began with 
Institutional Grants, next packaged CWS, then NDSL, and ended up with SEOG, the 
results would be coded as follows: 



4 2 3 ' 7 1 7 

INSTRUCTION: Assume all four students are prospective freshmen 
of average academic ability. 

, Sources of Aid : 

Federal Campus-Based Lnstitu- 

SEOG CWS NDSL G£L tional < Other • 
y Grants 

Type of Student: ' . 

(1) 

Dependent — calculated I I - I I I I It I |' i r 

expected Family Contri- I I I I I | | | ' | | | | 

bution (EFC)»0; BEOG- 10 11 « ' . 13 14 15 

$1800 (or 1/2, cost if 
Lower) 



, ' * (2) 
Dependent — calculated 
EFC»60% of cost; 



'K I -I 1 LLJLLJ Mill Mill I f MM Li 



16*17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 



■••u u : u u • u 'u 



BE0G»$0 . 40 41 * 42 43 • 44 \ 



45 



i i i l l[ ii fl I i i i I i i i i i I i i i I I i i i I 

46 47 '48 49 50 51 52 53. 54 55 56' 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 
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Sources of Aid: 



Federal Campus-Based 



Institu- 

S£0G CWS NDSL. GSL ' tional Other 

Grants 



Type of Student: 



(3) 

Dependent — calculated 
EFO80Z of cost; 
BEOG«$0 : 



u u u u u u 

10 % 11 12 13 14 15 

I i i i 1 1 i i i 1 I i. i i I I i i i -I i i i t 1 Ll 



16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 



* 



(4) 'MM 

Independent — calculated. ' '-j, 

EFC-0; BE0G=» $1800 (or 
1/2 cost if this is $ 
lower) 



u □ u u 

42 43 44 45 



I I 1 I I I 1 I I I I 



LJ MM 



46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 



END TIME 
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r Aid 1 - Aid^ 



Aid = (Aid 1 ) - \ R 2 ~ R l / ■ ( R ^ «i) if \ < R < R 2 

/Aid^ - Aid 3 \ 

• Aid « Aid 2 - \R— ^ j . (R - R 2 ) if R 2 < R < R 3 

/ Md 3 \ ' 
Aid « Aid 2 - ^Budget - rJ . (R - if ^ ^ R < Budget 

Aid = 0 . • if R > Budget 

* 

Here .Aid^, Aid 2 / and Aid3 are equal to the value of 
j the aid source as reported by the financial aid administrator for 
the types (1), (2)/ ancf~(3) students respectively. These equa- 
tions are designed to decrease each aid form linearly between the 
types (1), (2), and (3) students as the value of R, the student's 
initial resources, increases. 

3. Similarly, for independent students: 

(a) The variable R was set equal to each student's initial 
resources, EFC plus BEOG, calculated using verified data. 

(b) The variable R4 was set equal to the initial re- 
sources of the type (4) student (i.e./ tl^e minimum of $1/750 and 
half of cost) 

(c) Each aid source for a student equaled the following; 
Aid = (Aid.) - / Budget - R \ < 

■ t . 4 - \ Budget - R 4 y . if R < r' 

* ■f 

I Aid 4 ' \ . 
. Aid = Aid 4 - ^Budget - R^ . (r - r 4 ) if ^ < R < Budget 

1 Aid = 0 . if R 2 Budget 



Here Aid4 is 'equal ■ to the '■ value of the aid source as 

* 

reported by the financial" aid administrator for the type (4) 
student*. y 

4. This procedure was followed again for each student 
using R as the sum, of EFC and BEOG as calculated from applica.- 
tion, rather than verified/ data. 

5. For each student, * the difference between aid amounts 
estimated using R from verified data and using R from application 
data was assumed to be the award error caiised by incorrect appli- 
cation data. 

In conclusion, by applying the errors detected on Basic 
Grant application items to the distribution of Campus-based 
awards »^ we were able to estimate the manner in which these awards 
would have changed' had correct information been available to 

financial aid officers. , The effects of these errors did not 

i 

greatly change the overall income distribution of Campus-based 
aid recipients. As' with Basic Grants, most recipients of Campus- 
based aid did not have their awards affected . by application 
error. However, many did. An estimated 10 percent or more of 
the dependent students received Campus-based awards more than 
$250 different from what they would have been if correct data had 
been available to the financial aid officer at the time of award 
determination. ^ 
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